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FRIDAY, OCTOBER 19, 1956 


Untrep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
AND CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Medford, Oreg. 

The hearing convened at 10 a. m. in the Federal Courtroom, Medford, 
Oreg., Senator Richard L. Neuberger presiding. 

Present: Senator Neuberger of Oregon, acting chairman; Senator 
Wofford, of South Carolina; Senator Hruska, of Nebr aska; Senator 
Barrett, ‘of W yoming. 

Also present: Wm. H. Coburn, committee counsel, and Goodrich 
Lineweaver, committee staff member, Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee, and Theo Sneed, committee staff member, Public Works 
Committee. 

Senator Nevpercer. Will the meeting please come to order? I 
would like to make several announcements before we begin. 

Senator James E. Murray, the chairman of the Senate Interior 
Committee was with us in Klamath Falls yesterday when we had a 
hearing on the termination problems confronting the Klamath Indian 
Agency. Unfortunately, Senator Murray was unexpectedly and un- 
avoids ibly called back to his home State, to Billings, Mont., on urgent 
public business. For that reason he has asked me to present his 
regrets that he will be unable to be here with us. 

I would like to introduce the members of the committee who are 
here. This is a joint hearing of both the Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee and the Senate Public Works Committee. On 
my right is Senator Thomas Wofford, the Honorable Thomas Wofford, 
Senator from the State of South C arolina; on my left is the Honorable 
Roman Hruska, Senator from the State ‘of Nebraska, and the Hon- 
orable Frank R. Barrett, Senator from the State of Wyoming. 

We also have staff members with us of both the Interior Committee 
and the Public Works Committee. Mr. William Coburn, counsel of 
the Senate Interior Committee. Theo Sneed, under whom I might 
add I served when I was in the Army, is on the staff of the Senate 
Public Works Committee, and Mr. Goodrich W. Lineweaver, who is 
sitting just behind us, is committee assistant of the Reclamation and 
Irrigation Subcommittee of the Senate Interior Committee. 

I want to say that we feel that this is an important matter to obtain 
at the grassroots information of the people who are vitally interested 
in the Rogue River development. I i ave a very brief 2-minute state- 
ment which I would like to read and then we will hear from the first 
witness. 
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To begin with, I want to point out that Senator Morse and [I re- 
quested these hear ings because we had heard that the Senate Interior 
Committee was to be in the Pacific Northwest in the city of Tacoma 
to take testimony on national park problems affecting Olympic Na- 
tional Park and Rainier National Park. We felt with the committee 
that nearby that it would be a service to allow people in the locality 
of the Rogue River to present testimony for the record on which the 
Senate later on can act when the whole question of Rogue River 
development is before us. 

Senator Morse and I requested these hearings after the terrible and 
unprecedented floods of last winter which ravaged almost every river 
basin in southern Oregon and northern California. More effectively 
than we ever could, these disasters gave the lie to those who would 
have us believe that flood-control works are not necessary because 
severe floods only occur, as they say, “occasionally.” ‘To those in the 
path of one of these onslaughts of nature once in a lifetime is once 
too often. 

I know I, at least, have received letters and petitions from hundreds 
of Oregonians asking for help in the prevention of any recurrence of 
such disasters, and I am sure Senator Morse ean say the same. These 
letters recount in vivid detail the terrible effects of last winter’s down- 
pour upon the writers, their neighbors, and their communities. Some 
of them contained accounts of tragedy and near-tragedy, with unin- 
sured losses running into the thousands and hundreds of thousands 
of dollars. 

Let me quote just one of these letters, which illustrates the impact of 
these floods on those directly in their path, many of whom have always 


considered themselves safely out of the reach of floodwaters. It is 
from Mrs. Herman Wicks of Grants Pass: 


* * * We have a little 6-acre place near Rogue River, Oreg., where we have 
lived for many years. 

My husband is a partially retired carpenter, and I am a 50-year-old school- 
teacher. We have two daughters in high school who want to attend college. You 
can imagine what this has done to us. * * * 

We are 25 feet above the river and had nearly 6 feet of water in our house. The 
water broke the windows and swept nearly everything in the house out into the 
river. My husband nearly drowned trying to free the cattle from the barn, which 
was swept away. One of them dragged him to higher ground. 

People all over the valley are fearful of what still may happen, and we hope 
that you may be able to help us. 

In a day when our advances in flood-control technology and dam 
building have put it within our power to prevent almost all such 
catastrophes and the tragedy they bring to the individuals affected, it 
is senseless to permit their recurrence at the whim of nature. 

T am informed by the officers of the Corps of Engineers that studies 
of the major river basins of this area are proceeding satisfactorily. I 
earnestly hope that out of those studies and these hearings may come an 
early solution which will permit the people of southern Oregon in the 
near future to look upon storm clouds in the skies and heavy snow packs 
high in the Cascade Mountains without fear. 

I want to emphasize that we must achieve this solution with full con- 
sideration of the interrelation of the resources of this area, the fish, 
wildlife, and scenic beauty which every year provide business opportu- 
nities, recreation, and spiritual refreshment to thousands upon thou- 
sands of our citizens. 
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The fish and wildlife resources and scenic grandeur of the Rogue 
River Basin and the adjacent forest wilderness areas not only serve 
the people who live here, but also attract visitors from all over the 
West and the Nation, and as such contribute to one of Oregon’s 
createst industries, our tourist trade. 

To summarize, then, the plans on which the responsible Federal 
agencies have been working, and which we hope to find are progressing 
toward early completion, must provide control, consistent with a mini- 
mum of disturbance to scenic and recreational values, and finally make 
the best use of the potentials of such development for economic pur- 
poses such as power or irrigation. 

We will start out the hearing today with witnesses who will repre- 
sent the appropriate Government agencies that are involved. The 
first witnesses, as I have said, will be from the Government agencies 
and from the State of Oregon and from local irrigation districts. Then 
we have an extensive list of local people from this Jackson County 
area and elsewhere who desire to be heard. The list may only be par- 
tial. If there are others who desire to present testimony we will be 
glad to have their views. 

Now, because of the fact that the list is extremely extensive, we are 
going to ask the local people who will be heard later to try to restrict 
their viewpoints to from 5 to 10 minutes, because some of this may be 
cumulative, and some may be repetitive. I want to emphasize, how- 
ever, that the entire text of any written statement will be received 
and will be included in the committee record in the formal printed 
record which will be studied by other members of the two ap propriate 
Senate committees. Furthermore, after we adjourn this afternoon 
around 4 or 5 o’clock, the record will be kept open for 15 days to ac 
commodate anyone who wishes to present written testimony, and we 
will tell you where that can be sent, either to the Senate Interior Com- 
mittee or the Senate Public Works Committee, Senate Office Building 
in Washington, D.C. 

The first witness this morning for the committee will be Mr. Arthur 
M. Piper, United States Department of the Interior, who is chairman 
of the Northwest Field Committee. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR M. PIPER, CHAIRMAN, PACIFIC NORTH- 
WEST FIELD COMMITTEE, REPRESENTING THE DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Arruur M. Preer. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, my name is Arthur M. Piper; I speak this morning as a rep- 
resentative of the Department of Interior and as acting chairman of 
its Pacific Northwest Field Committee. My statement will outline 
the responsibilities of the Department in the basin and steps which the 
Department is taking to discharge those responsibilities, 

In the Rogue River Basin, the Department of the Interior is con- 
erned with the conservation, management, and development of 
resources for diverse purposes—purposes which are to some extent 
mutually exclusive. These purposes are chiefly irrigation, hydroelec- 
tric generation, flood control, and optimum conservation of both fish 
and recreation resources. 
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GENERAL FEATURES OF THE BASIN 


The Rogue River follows a sinuous course southwestward and west- 
ward for some 203 miles from the source, which is generally regarded 
to be Boundary Springs in the northwest corner of Crater Lake 
National Park. Principal tributaries from the north are Elk, Evans, 
and Grave Creeks; those from the south are South Fork Rogue River, 
Butte, Little Butte, and Bear Creeks, and Applegate and Illinois 
Rivers. 

The eastern or upstream segment of the basin, above Trail Creek, 
embodies a part of the heavily forested and scenic western slope of 
the Cascade Range. Summit altitudes are somewhat more than 8,000 
feet above sea level. Here, the main stem of the river and its tributaries 
generally occupy steep canyons. Here is one of the most popular 
forest and mountain recreation areas in the basin and the surrounding 
region. 

In the central segment of the basin, from Trail Creek to and some- 
what beyond its confluence with the Applegate River, the Rogue River 
flows through relatively open terrain. Here are the only extensive 
valley plains, which lie along the main stem and extend into the 
subbasins of Bear Creek and of Applegate River. Here are concen- 
trated most of the residents of the whole basin, most of the irrigation 
and commercial developments, the most accessible and most heavily 
used opportunities for sport fishing, and many of the resorts and other 
recreation facilities. Here is the principal area of damaging floods. 

Senator Neusercer. I’d like to add that the Honorable Frank Bar- 
rett, Senator from the State of Wyoming, has now joined us. Mr. 
Barrett is a member of the Senate Interic ior Committee. Frank, we’re 
glad to have you here. 

Please excuse us, Mr. Piper, and continue with your testimony. 

Mr. Prrrr. In its western or downstream segment, from the Apple- 
gate River confluence nearly to the ocean, the Rogue River and its 
principal tributary, the Illinois River, flow swiftly through a rugged, 
forested semiwilderness. Here, the only commercial developments of 
consequence are logging operations on private Jands near the coast, 
scattered mineral prospects in the vicinity of Galice, and a few river 
resorts. Even though most of the segment is accessible only on foot 
or by boat, recres tional use is considerable. 


PRESENT WATER-CONTROL STRUCTURES 


Flow of the Rogue River has been utilized for many years for irri- 
gation and for light industry. Low dams exist at three points along 
the middle reach of the main stem—at Savage Rapids, Gold Hill, and 
Ray Gold (Raygold, Gold Ray). These main-stem dams provide head 
for diversion ‘of irrigation water or for power generation. These 
structures hinder the passage and spawning of anadromous fishes, to 
which further reference will be made. 

Savage Rapids Dam provides irrigation water for lands of the 
Grants Pass Irrigation District. The maximum height of its spillway 
section with the gates closed is 38 feet. Ladders to pass fish have 
been built on both the right and left banks. The powerhouse intake is 
not screened to exclude fish; however, adequate screens are to be built 
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as a nonreimbursable item in the fiscal 1957 budget of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Gold Hill and Ray Gold Dams with gross heads of 23 and 20 feet, 
respectively, have been laddered. Both powerhouse intakes have 
been without screens; however, a louver screen soon will be installed 
at Gold Hill intake. 

Along the upstream reach of the main stem the California-Oregon 
Power Co. has 4 powerplants designated as Prospect Nos. 1, 2, 3, 
and 4, with an installed capacity of 54,700 kilowatts. The plants have 
gross heads of 495 feet, 607 feet, and 120 feet, respectively. They are 
located upstream from the previously recognized upper limits of sig- 
nificant spawning areas for anadromous fishes. 

There is also a concrete dam of about 12 feet maximum height across 
Big Butte Creek, about 114 miles above its mouth. This dam was con- 
structed to force upstream migration into the fishtraps which are 
operated in conjunction with the hatcheries at Butte Falls by the Ore- 
gon State Game Commission. 

Existing irrigation-diversion dams on Bear Creek have been lad- 
dered and the respective turnouts are screened. No ladder is re- 
quired at Emigrant Dam. Elsewhere in the basin where stream water 
is being pumped or diverted by gravity, either from the main stem of 
the Rogue River or from its tributaries, the Oregon State Game Com- 
mission has cooperated with irrigation interests to screen numerous 
intakes and turnouts. However, some remain unscreened and cause 
an undetermined loss of fish. 


ANADROMOUS FISHES 


Anadromous fishes of the Rogue River—those which spend part of 
their life cycles at sea but return to fresh water for spawning—in- 
clude chinook and silver salmon, steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout, 
Pacific lamprey, green sturgeon, and American shad. There are other 
species involved but they are of minor importance. The sturgeon and 
shad frequent only the lowermost reaches of the river and few are 
caught. However, interest is developing in the shad as a sport fish, 
and in future years it may be expected to provide a fishery during 
June when chinooks ordinarily are few. The shad is not native but 
was introduced to the Pacific coast prior to the turn of the century. 
The chinook salmon and steelhead trout are the two species of princi- 
pal economic importance, owing in part to commercial offshore troll- 
ing for chinooks but especially to sport fishing (angling) along the 
main stem and the larger tributaries for both species. A few silver 
salmon also are caught. 

Angling for salmon, steelhead, and for resident trout contributes 
substantially to the economy of the Rogue River Basin. Supporting 
facilities—resorts, tackle shops, guide services, and canneries—in 1949 
represented a capital investment of at least $2 million. In the same 
year, anglers spent an estimated $3,500,000 in the Rogue River area. 

In general, chinook salmon prefer to spawn in large streams, and 
in the Rogue River most of them are found only along the main stem 
and the largest tributaries. There are two runs of these fish into the 
river—the spring and the fall chinooks. The earlier run first enters 
the river in early spring and continues into July, the later run first 
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enters in July and continues until October. Essentially all the spring- 
run fish ascend above Ray Gold Dam to spawn farther upstream, while 
essentially all the fall-run fish spawn below Ray Gold. Reasonably 
dependable information indicates that some 29,000 spring-run and 
about 52,000 fall-run chinooks now enter the river each year. 

Unlike the chinooks, silver salmon prefer smaller streams and there- 
fore are found mostly far up the tributaries. Steelheads also prefer 
the smaller streams for spawning, but there is evidence that some spawn 
in the main river. Both silver salmon and steelhead trout commonly 
spawn while the streams are high and muddy, so that it is difficult to 
obtain dependable information on their spawning distribution. Yearly 
runs are estimated to be some 6,250 silver salmon and 37 000 steel- 
head, respectively. 

Abundance of all the principal three anadromous species—chi- 
nooks, silver salmon, and steelhead—undoubtedly has diminished sub- 
stantially during past years, although specific records are lacking. 
Causes include the following: 

(1) Existing dams and diversion structures along the main stem 
have impeded or blocked access to the natural spawning areas of all 
three species; those on the tributary streams have had a similar addi- 
tional effect on silver salmon and steelhead. 

(2) Intermittently, most of or even all the flow of certain tributary 
streams has been diverted for irrigation so that access to spawning 
areas has been blocked intermittently and, farther downstream, water 
temperature has been too high for spawn to hatch or for fingerlings to 
survive. For example, such conditions have recurred in certain reaches 
of Applegate River and Little Butte and Evans Creeks. 

(3) Where irrigation turnouts and pumps have been or still are 
unscreened, fingerling salmon and steelhead have been and are lost in 
irrigation ditches and on irrigated fields. 

(4) Powerhouse intakes at Ray Gold, Gold Hill, and Savage Rap- 
ids are unscreened, so that fish are injured, possibly destroyed, in the 
turbines. 

(5) Fishing, both commercial and sport, has reduced the total num- 
bers of fish that reach the spawning areas. Commercial fishing with 
nets and seines was permitted inside the mouth of the river through 
thé spring of 1935; since that time the only commercial catch of Rogue 
River salmon has been made by trollers on the ocean. About 85 per- 
cent of the sport-fishing effort occurs in the lower reach of the river 
(below Lobster Creek). In 28,866 angler days per year (as of 1952- 
54) 12,658 spring and fall chinooks were caught. Of these, about 
half, or 6,400 fish, were spring-run. There were 7.1 spring chinooks 
which passed Ray Gold Dam for each of the 3,630 redds counted above 
that point. Thus, the sports catch in the lower reach of the river 
would be equivalent to 900 additional redds or about 25 percent of the 
number counted. In spite of such depletions the numerical catch by 
sportsmen along the full length of the river continues to increase. 

(6) Pollution from industrial w astes, logging, mining, gravel oper- 
ations, and from inadequately treated sewage has been and is detri- 
mental to fish life. While municipal sewage from the major popula- 
tion centers is now treated, growth of industrial and suburban resi- 
dential developments along the central reach of the river probably 
has increased pollution of the stream. Mining is now on a much re- 
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duced scale, so that silt from sand and gravel operations has been the 
principal source of this type of pollution in recent years. 

If runs of these three species of fish are to be maintained in the basin, 
(1) safe and adequate passage must be provided for the adults migrat- 
ing upstream to spawn, and for the young migrating downstream to 
the ocean; (2) flow in the streams must at all times be sufficient for 
transportation, for spawning and for incubation of the eggs, and for 
maintaining the water quality—chemical and physical—necessary to 
a habitat in which the young can thrive in the few months before 
they migrate to the ocean; or (3) fry must be propagated artificially 
in numbers sufficient to compensate past and future inroads by other 
river uses. 

It has been proposed that part of the water storable in certain po- 
tential reservoirs would be released to maintain adequate “fish water” 
in tributary streams. Such releases would be of great advantage in 
respect to fall chinook, silver salmon, and steelhead but of little ad- 
vantage in most years m respect to spring chinook. Practicability of 
these proposals cannot be assessed at this time because: (1) Schedules 
for storage, release, and diversion of project water for irrigation and 
for power generation have not been projected; these schedules must 
be known before the requirements for “fish water” can be estimated 
as to yearly quantity and distribution during the year. (2) Under 
existing State law and policy m respect to water rights, the reser- 
vation of water for maintenance of streamflows for fish is difficult. 


RECREATION RESOURCES 


Among major economic activities in the Rogue River basin, recrea- 
tion ranks third in dollar magnitude and is exceeded only by lumber- 
mg and agriculture. Current yearly expenditure in the basin by 
tourists and anglers is estimated conservatively at $14 million—by 

525,000 visitors spending an average of $8.15 during an average 
stay of 1144 days. This gross expenditure for recreation is received 
by diverse business enterprises—chiefly by hotels, motels, and resorts; 
dealers in sporting apparel, fishing tackle, and other gear; guide and 
boating services; eating places; and automobile-service facilities. 

In the upstream segment of the basin the focal points of scenic 
interest include the cascades and rapids of the Rogue River Gorge 
above Prospect, Mill Creek and Barr Creek falls, mountain lakes and 
meadows with ever-changing carpets of alpine wildflowers, and the 
rugged grandeur or Crater Lake. Through most of this reach, within 
the Rogue River National Forest and O. and C. lands, scenic and 
recreational features are guarded by reserved zones from 100 to 500 
feet wide on either side of all major roads and fishing streams. 

In this upstream segment, the most intensive development and use 
are in the Union Creek recreation area which adjoins Crater Lake 
National Park on the west, and which includes some 30 campgrounds 
along the highway and the river and at more isolated places. Less 
intensive though still heavy public recreational use is made of the 
lower reach of the segment. There, between Prospect and Trail, are 
seven State parks including Casey State Park. The latter, a restful 
riverside facility for overnight camping, has about 40,000 visitors 
a year. 
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The potential development projects considered later in this report 
would touch only the westernmost extremity of this upstream segment, 

In the central segment of the basin, some 100,000 angler days a year 
are spent in quest of salmon, steelhead, native trout, and warm-water 
species. Boating, swimming, picnicking, and camping are popular. 
Here, for 17 miles east of Grant’s Pass and for 4 miles south of Trail, 
the riverbank along the highway is lined with resorts, motels, vacation 
cabins, and facilities for boating and fishing. 

In the downstream segment of the basin turbulent river rapids are 
common—noteworthy along the main stem are those at Hellgate 
Canyon, Ramie Falls, Mule Creek Canyon, and Blossom Bar. In 
this downstream reach, principally near the mouth, about 35,000 angler 
days a year are spent in quest of salmon and steelhead. Small river 
lodges have been developed at Glacie, Black Bar, Marial, Illahe, and 
Agness. Boating under experienced rivermen in specially designed 
craft affords mild adventure for both anglers and tourists—either a 
5-day trip from Grant’s Pass downstream to the mouth of the river 
or a daily trip, by schedule or by charter, from near the mouth upstream 
to Agness. The latter trip, some 23 miles one way, is taken by about 
4,500 tourists each season. 

Of the development projects considered later in this statement, none 
encroaches on this downstream wilderness reach of the main-stem 
Rogue River. It has been proposed, as published in the Federal Reg- 
ister, that public-land areas within a zone about 1 mile wide alon 
either bank in the 60-mile reach between Glacie and Lobster Cree 
be withdrawn from all forms of public-land entry and reserved as a 
recreation area. 

According to data prepared in 1950, the power industry within the 
Rogue River Basin consisted of five hydroelectric plants of the Cali- 
fornia-Oregon Power Co., a privately owned plant at Gold Hill, a 
small municipal plant at Ashland, two small internal-combustion 
plants near Gold Beach, and a few small plants installed by industrial 
firms to provide power. Installed capacity was rated at 58,000 kilo- 
volt-amperes for a total annual energy output of 358,100,000 kilowatt- 
hours. Total energy requirements within the Oregon portion of the 
market area supplied by Rogue River and adjoining areas was 709 
million kilowatt-hours. 

Since 1950, even with new facilities constructed on the North 
Umpqua River by the California-Oregon Power Co., local generating 
capability has fallen far short of the energy requirement of the area. 
The deficit has been made up by importing power from the COPCO 
system in California and from other outside sources. 

Additional generating capacity of nearly 700,000 kilowatts exists 
potentially in the Rogue River Basin—that is, in a quantity greater 
than the present requirement or that in early prospect; however, only 
a part of this potential can be developed practicably. 
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IRRIGATION 


Agricultural lands occur only in the central part of the basin. 
Improved land within farms totals about 142,000 acres, of which about 
64,000 acres or 45 percent is irrigated. Dairying, some beef cattle, hay 
and pasture crops, orchard crops (especially pears), and specialty crops 
form the basis for this successful irrigation economy. A|l the origi- 
nal irrigation development was accomplished by private initiative. 
Beginning in 1952 the Federal Government has participated in re- 
habilitation work on three of the existing irrigation districts. Re- 
habilitation and new construction on a fourth district (Talent 
division) has been authorized. 

Development of new cropland and more intensive use of existing 
cropland depend almost exclusively on expanded irrigation. Poten- 
tially, the present irrigated area can be almost doubled, and supple- 
mental water can be provided for approximately two-thirds of pres- 
ently irrigated lands whose supply is deficient. Irrigation diversions 
to provide a full water supply to some 40,590 acres of land presently 
irrigated but with an inadequate supply would require approximately 
136,000 acre-feet of water. The 80,170 acres of new lands would 
require about 270,000 acre-feet. This supply will be furnished by di- 
version of direct flows, reuse of irrigation return flows, and reservoir 
storage. 

Industrial employment in the lumber industry has reached a high 
which probably cannot be sustained indefinitely because the annual 
cut is currently estimated to exceed annual growth substantially. 
Any decline in that industry can be expected to increase the pressure 
upon agricultural lands and upon irrigation. 


FLOODS 


Rogue River and its principal tributaries are subject to frequent 
floods which occasionally cause substantial damage to improvements 
located adjacent to the streams or to their flood plains. Being west of 
the Pe Range, the Rogue River Basin is subject to intense storms 
similar to those which occur on the Willamette River Basin to the 
north and the Klamath and Sacramento River Basins to the south. 

Floods in the Rogue Basin are caused primarily by heavy rain 
from November through March, inclusive. The larger floods ensue 
when the land has been saturated from previous rains, or has a cover 
of snow. The runoff from intense precipitation usually takes place 
immediately; generally the resulting floods are of relatively short 
duration and moderate volume, but high-peak discharge. A relatively 
few floods have been of fairly large volume and greater than average 
duration, but only moderate peak discharge. These results either 
from unduly prolonged rain or from the melting of snow at high 
altitudes along the Cascade Range, or both. Prolongation of snowmelt 
runoff is due in part to the detention effect of extensive areas of porous 
lava and other volcanic materials in the high eastern part of the basin, 
where the heaviest snow cover accumulates. 
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TABLE 1.—Highest 20 floods on Rogue River at Ray Gold, Oreg. 








| Peak discharge | Mean dis- | Approximate 
i__ charge during} rank, in vol- 
Date | | | peak day ume above 
Rank Oubic feet (eubic feet damage 

| per second per second) | stage 
sebieephie-Seirey wer beep ees a ches 
1861-62 f ; a oe te bo. bod ei 1 
February 1890. ‘ Oia = old | 2 
Dee. 21-24, 1955_ _- 3 113, 000 | 7 
Feb. 20-23, 1927. i ae 4 | 91, 500 48, 900. | 9 
Feb. 2-7, 1907 5 48, 300 | 3 
Nov. 20-25, 1909__ | 6 60, 000 | 48, 300 6 
Jan. 17-21, 1953__- 7 56, 500 43, 100 s 
Nov. 23-24, 1953 s 52, 300 | 43, 300 | 17 
Dec. 28-30, 1945. __- E 9 48, 000 | 30, 000 | 13 
Jan. 1-8, 1948_- ; 10 46, 200 | 39, 600 | 12 
Dee. 30, 1924 . . 7 bs ll | 44, 400 | 33, 900 | 26 
Oct. 29-30, 1950__.________- : : 12 43, 100 | 34, 200 | 20 
Dee. 27-Jan. 3, 1942-43_- ; 13 | 40, 500 | 35, 800 | 4 
Mar. 18-21, 1907_- 14 35, 200 11 
Feb. 17-19, 1912 15 35,000 | 14 
Jan, 4, 1907 vi . ; 16 31, 700 | 27 
Jan. 21-22, 1943___ ; 17 38, 200 31, 500 | 22 
Nov. 28-29, 1910__ ; 18 | 31, 000 | 23 
Jan. 15-22, 1909__- : ae 19 at 29, 800 | 5 
Mar. 18-20, 1932 20 31, 900 | 28, 400 | 8 








! Prior to period of record, which began in 1905; rank based on approximate gage height derived from re- 
ported flood marks. 

Table 1 lists the highest 20 floods known to have occurred in the 
basin, in rank according to peak discharge. As indicated by historical 
data, the greatest two known floods occurred in 1861-62 and 1890, 
respectively. The earlier of those two is believed to be the largest 
flood during historic times, although little information is available 
regarding its volume, duration, and time of occurrence. 

The areas in the basin subject to greatest flood damage are located 
along the main Rogue River from Lost Creek downstream to the head 
of Hell Gate Canyon near the mouth of Jumpoff Joe Creek; along 
Bear Creek from Ashland to the mouth; and along the Applegate 
River from the Ruch Dam site to its mouth below Wilderville. These 
areas comprise approximately 30,000 acres and contain portions of the 
communities of Shady Cove, Rogue River, Grants Pass, and Medford, 
as well as extensive tourist accommodations. This type of develop- 
ment, located primarily along the main stem of Rogue River, sustains 
the larger portion of the damage resulting from Rogue River floods. 

The flood of December 1955 was the largest flood of record on most 
streams in the basin, exceeding that of 1927 in some degree. This 
flood resulted from intense precipitation within a period of 24 to 
48 hours that followed an extended period of greater than average 
precipitation. In general, the December precipitation was about 150 
percent of average, over all the basin. The peak discharges were 
recorded at most gages during the morning of December 22. The 
resulting damage exceeded that of any previous flood, because of the 
extensive development that has taken place within the flood zone since 
the flood of 1927. 

The following section of this statement refers to several alternative 
proposals for multipurpose development in the Rogue River Basin, 
and estimates their flood-control capabilities. The most capable would 
afford substantial control of a flood of the magnitude of the December 
1955 flood, and the most previous floods of record except those of 
1861-62 and 1890. 








ROGUE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL ll 
POTENTIAL MULTIPURPOSE PROJECTS 


The Department of the Interior is engaged in a coordinated review 
and reanalysis of earlier proposals for development i in the Rogue River 
Basin. The objective is to determine if there is a factual “basis for 
agreement on a plan for development that would afford the optimum 
compromise among diverse interests involved, such as substantial flood 
protection, irrigation, and recreational fac ilities, desired by residents 
of the basin. 

Thus far, this reanalysis has outlined several alternative potential 
developments in the upper segment of the basin—that is, in the area 
which yields most of the damaging flood runoff. 

Flood control: The flood-control capabilities of the alternative 
projects are evaluated according to potential lowering of the flood- 
crest stage (gage height), ex sressed as a vercentage of uncontrolled- 
flood height (crest stage less the stage at which damage begins). Such 
evaluation is made for two critical points on the Rogue River—at 
Grants Pass and at Ray Gold. The damage stages have been set ten- 
tatively by the Corps of Engineers as 35,000 cubic feet per second at 
Grants Pass and 25,000 cubic feet per second at Ray Gold. he per- 
centages that follow are those from the flood of December 19 





Project Rogue at Rogue at Relative 
Ray Gold Grants Pass rating 
Percent Percent 
Medford A rill ietall aaa! a 73.8 72.2 2 
Medford B ioe Sdwawus ain Radunwacces 73.8 tae l 
Alternate I-A.....--...- 81.3 78. 2 ] 
Afternate I-B_......-...- ; Sioen ae 81.3 78.2 3 
po ee ee Secededeb<in 70.0 70.3 2 
AIOE TAL . cctignwre-deee anit teeta hE einai 62,7 64.0 4 


The several alternative potential developments in the Rogue River 
Basin are being appraised as to economic feasibility. This ‘appraisal 
seeks to round out the factual basis for an optimum compromise in 
conserving and managing all the resources involved. Should an eco- 
nomically feasible and widely acceptable plan for overall development 
be determined, a specific proposal covering such development will be 
submitted to the Congress through the appropriate channels. 

Some of the statistics in this statement may vary from those sub- 
mitted by other interested agencies. This statement was prepared 
from the information collected some months ago by the field commit- 
tee, which information is now undergoing a process of review and 
analysis, 

That, Mr. Chairman, is a brief of my prepared statement. 

Senator Neupererr. Thank you, Mr. Piper. Senator Wofford, 
do you have any questions of Mr. Piper ? 

Senator Worrorp. Not at this time, no. 

Senator Neusercer. Senator Hruska ‘ 

Senator Hruska. No, not at this time except the observation that 
that is a splendid résumé, Mr. Piper, of the situation and upon which 
we can make very good progress by way of filling in with details from 
other witnesses. 

Senator Neupereer Senator Barrett, do you have any questions? 

84863—56——2 
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Senator Barrer. The only question that occurred to me, Mr. Chair- 
man, is one that intrigued me somewhat. Somewhere in your state- 
ment you said that the conservative income from tourists and sports- 
men coming into the area was $14 million a year, as I recollect. 

Mr. Prrer. Correct. 

Senator Barretr. Just how do you arrive at that figure? 

Mr. Prrer. My understanding is that an appraisal was made by the 
National Park Service from records of automobiles registered at 
Crater Lake National Park and other observation points along the 
main highways, records from the motels, hotels, resorts in the area. 

Senator Barrett. Is it accepted as a fairly accurate figure? 

Mr. Prrer. They feel, I believe, it is as accurate an estimate as can 
be made. 

Senator Barrett. The reason I asked that question is that I have 
heard statements that varied considerably in different areas, and I 
just wondered if there was some method that all the people generally 
agreed upon as far as the income is concerned. 

Mr. Prrer. I have not participated in that statement myself, Sena- 
tor. I’m not familiar with the procedure in detail. 

Senator Nevpercer. Mr. Piper, I’d just like to ask you several ques- 
tions. What is the Northwest Field Committee, just for the record ? 
What does it consist of ? 

Mr. Preer. It consists of a representative, usually the highest rank- 
ing member of each of the Interior bureaus, which has an active pro- 
gram in the Pacific Northwest. Its headquarters are at Portland, 
Oreg., where most of the regional offices of the Interior bureaus are 
located, and its purpose is to provide a mechanism for coordination 
among the Interior bureaus. 

Senator Neusercer. Now you’re the Chairman of that Committee ? 

Mr. Prrer. I am acting in that capacity at this time. I have been 
the Chairman. I have been transferred out of the area and my 
successor has not been designated. 

Senator Neusercer. What agency were you from ? 

Mr. Piper. The Geological Survey. 

Senator Nreusercer. But you are no longer assigned here in the 
Northwest ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Prrrr. I’m assigned at the west-coast headquarters which we 
are now setting up in California. 

Senator Neupercer. But you are still acting as Chairman of the 
Field Committee ? 

Mr. Pirer. For the moment. 

Senator Nrusercer. Now could you just tell us very briefly, are 
the various Government agencies that are involved trying to work 
together to coordinate some program for the Rogue River Basin ? 

Mr. Prrerr. Very much so. 

Senator Neusercer. Could you just give us a very brief summary 
for the record of what you are doing and how you are doing that ? 

Mr. Prrer. Specifically at this time by direction from the Office 
of the Secretary, we have set up a task force representing the Bureau 
of Reclamation, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Park 
Service, with a specific assignment of reviewing previous plans, adding 
to and extending the scope of those studies, hoping to find a basis for 
ultimately defining an overall plan acceptable to all. 
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Senator Neupercer. You are also working with the Army engineers, 
of course, who are in the Defense Department ? 

Mr. Preer. We exchange information with them, work as closely 
as the situation requires. 

Senator Neusercer. Just two questions subsequently about your 
testimony. Is it the opinion of your various Interior agencies that 
are a part of the Field Committee that it is possible to develop the 
Rogue River for power and control it for floods and at the same time 
not seriously damage the migratory-fish runs? That’s the $64 ques- 
tion, I recognize. 

Mr. Prrer. We hope that such a solution can be defined. We have 
to admit, I believe, at the outset, that substantial protection against 
the major floods is not economically practicable without some serious 
impact on recreation and fishery resources. To some extent those 
impacts can be offset. We are not sure at this moment what steps 
would be desirable or feasible. 

Senator Neupercer. The reason I asked that question, before I came 
out here I went over the whole file of letters I’ve received in the rela- 
tively short time that I have been a Member of the Senate, and they 
are in two very distinct categories from this area. One is from people 
demanding that these floods be prevented, and the other is from people 
here and elsewhere insisting that the very unique and valuable fish 
runs not be damaged. That seems to me the crux of this whole issue, 
whether the Rogue can be controlled so that these floods can be retarded, 
and yet at the same time not damage the fish migrations. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this question? Is it 
not a bit premature to be discussing findings that you may make and 
on that particular issue at this time ¢ 

Mr. Prrer. In a sense perhaps, but I don’t believe the record shows 
that we have reached a specific conclusion. 

Senator Barrerr. So you can’t tell at this time what your final 
conclusions may be in that regard ? 

Mr. Prrrer. Not as to specific projects which might be proposed. 

Senator Nevupercer. Haven’t studies been going on on the Rogue 
River for many, many years on this whole issue ? 

Mr, Pierre. There are studies bearing on this general issue; yes. 

Senator Neusercer. How many years, would you say ? 

Mr. Prrer. I haven’t personally had contact with that throughout 
the history. I believe the spokesman for the Bureau of Reclamation 
will have more to say on that. 

Senator Neuspercer. Does anybody else have any questions of 
Mr. Piper? 

Senator Barrett. Mr. Chairman, there’s just one other question I’d 
like to inquire about. Maybe in your statement here, I think you 
referred to this flood of last December. 

Mr. Preer. Yes, sir. 

_ Senator Barrerr. You said it was perhaps the greatest one on the 
river ? 

Mr. Prrrr. It’s the greatest one of which we have any detailed 
record. There are two of greater magnitude of which we have a few 
historic references. 

_ Senator Barrett. I think you said somewhere in your statement that 
it was greater because of the new developments along the river ? 

Mr. Prrrer. The damage caused by the flood. . 
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Senator Barrerr. Is greater ? 

Mr. Prrrr. Is greater; yes, sir. 

Senator Barrerr. What I'd like to know is what was the situation 
as far as the volume of water and so on that went down and the damage 
that might be compared as to other floods. 

Mr, Piper. As to the height which the river reached, the flood of 
last December was the highest of which we have specific measure- 
ments. There are two of which there are historic notes that were 
undoubtedly higher. 

Senator Barrerr. Those were the ones of over a hundred years ago? 

Mr. Prrer. Correct. 

Senator Neuspercer. Any other questions ? 

Senator Hruska. One other question. Back in 1950 there was a 
report adapted by the Pacific Northwest Field Committee of the De- 
partment of the Interior, wasn’t there, Mr. Piper ? 

Mr. Prrrr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And of course that was an effort on the part of 
that committee to try to reconcile the various objectives and goals of 
a number of interests in this valley, and a report was adopted by that 
committee and it was later turned ‘down, wasn’t it, by the Secretary of 
the Department and later was totally discarded, as I understand it? 

Mr. Prrerer. I wouldn’t say it was turned down. The history of 
those studies was that the various bureaus involved were not brought 
into the consideration simultaneously. Their studies were disjointed 
as to time and somewhat as to scope and because an overall solution 
was not reached at the time, I think perhaps because of some slacken- 
ing of pressure from the area for early action that further considera- 
tion was deferred. 

Senator Hruska. Well, is it your feeling, Mr. Piper, that enough 
lessons have been learned from that effort to do a better-balanced job 
with reference to reconciling these various interests which do exist 
here, some of which are a little bit conflicting, as it were ? 

Mr. Prrer. That is our objective in the field committee, Senator. 
We have had to learn from mistakes, how to do a better job as the 
years go by. 

Senator Hruska. Well now, the composition of this Pacific North- 
west Field Committee is the same now as it was at that time, isn’t it? 

Mr. Preer. The same agencies are represented. 

Senator Hruska. So far as the agencies are concerned ? 

Mr. Prrer. Yes. 

Senator Hrusxa. It’s a matter, however, of getting a better work- 
ing relationship between and among those agencies, and securing a 
fuller participation on the part of each and also a thorough considera- 
tion of the viewpoint of each; would that be a fair statement ? 

Mr. Preer. And getting that exchange of viewpoint from all at one 
and the same time. 

Senator Hruska. So their respective efforts would be reflected in 
the final report ? 

Mr. Prerr. Yes. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, on that particular point, as I 
understand this 1950 report was a unilateral report from the various 
branches of the Department of the Interior and not one where they 
acted jointly together. 
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Mr. Pirer. The formal reports were separately, by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, the Fish and Wildlife Service and the Park Service. 

Senator Barrett. Each acting on their own ? 

Mr. Piper. Yes. 

Senator Barrerr. Independent of each other? 

Mr. Piper. So far as preparation of the report was concerned, yes, 
sir. 

Senator Barrerr. And now at this time you are acting jointly in 
trying to arrive at a conclusion, multiple-purpose basis ¢ 

Mr. Pirrr. Before a formal project report is proposed. 

Senator Barrerr. That’s the way I understand it. That is the 
decided difference between the reports of 1950 and the reports that 
you are working on now. 

Mr. Prrer. The : approach is very different, sir, yes. We hope it is 
more constructive. 

Senator Barrerr. We agree with that. 

Senator Neupercer. As I recall, Mr. Piper, in the past although 
many studies have been made on the Rogue, various projects, there 
has always been a great fear, both on the part of conservation groups 
and of the Fish and Wildlife Service itse if, that none of these could 
be undertaken without quite extensive damage to the fish runs; is that 
not correct ¢ 

Mr. Pirrr. I think we'd have to admit at the outset that any exten- 
sive control of a major flood has that impact on the fish and recrea- 
tion potentials. 

Senator Neupercer. And hasn’t that been a fact in the past when 
these various projects have not gone through or been extended and 
there’s been no final recommendation because of that factor involved 4 

Mr. Preer. The matter was more or less dropped when that dilemma 
was put on the record. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Piper. Are there any other 
questions ¢ ‘ ' 

Senator Worrorp. Let me just ask this question: You say that in 
order to do an adequate job with reference to the flood- control propo- 
sition and the irrigation too, it would materially damage the fishing 
and recreational facilities. Then, by the same token, if you went in 
and did not do an adequate job, then that would ruin the purpose of 
irrigation and flood control itself, wouldn’t it ¢ 

Mr. Pieer. It would greatly limit what would be accomplished. 

Senator Worrorp. In other words, if you had a flood, as you did in 
1950, and the two others of which we have no adequate record, none 
being kept at that time, then the flood-control proposition would be of 
little use. 

Mr. Piper. Very true. 

Senator Neusercer. Any other questions? Mr. Coburn, Colonel 
Snead, Mr. Lineweaver? Thank you very much, Mr. P iper. 

The: next witness will be Mr. O. M. Browne, regional project develop- 
ment engineer, Bureau of Reclamation. 


STATEMENT OF 0. M. BROWNE, REGIONAL PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 
ENGINEER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. O. M. Browne. My name is O. M. Browne, regional project 
development engineer, Bureau of Reclamation, with offices at the re- 
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gion office in Boise, Idaho. Mr. Chairman, I have a short statement, 
relatively short; it’s less than eight pages double spaced. I would like 
to read it. 

Senator Nevusercer. I think it would be useful if you could sort of 
paraphrase it and describe it, just because of the long list of witnesses 
we do have, both from the Government and elsewhere, Mr. Browne, 
and, of course, the whole statement will be carried in the record. 

Mr. Browne. Fine. Well, I can skip some parts. 

Senator Nrupercer. Yes; just summarize the essential parts. 

Mr. Browne. At various times in the past, groups in the Rogue 
River Basin have asked the help of the Federal Government in devel- 
oping the water resources of the area. The scarcity of late-season 
precipitation makes irrigation necessary for successful production of 
most farm crops. Low late-season flows in tributary streams and the 
magnitude and cost of works necessary to get water from the Rogue 
River limit the ability of the local interests in meeting their needs for 
adequate irrigation water supplies. A survey of the Rogue River 
Basin indicates that approximately 114,000 acres are in need of an 
irrigation water supply to realize their full potential. Of this total, 
74,000 acres are in need of a full water supply, while 40,000 acres cur- 
rently irrigated suffer from water shortages and require a supple- 
mental supply. The recently authorized Talent Division, Rogue 
River Basin project, which will provide a full water supply to 5,300 
acres in the Talent Irrigation District and a supplemental supply to 
about 23,000 acres in the Talent, Medford, and Rogue River Valley 
Irrigation Districts will aid this situation. Also, there is a serious 
flood problem along the main stem of the Rogue River and some tribu- 
taries. On the average, damaging floods occur 1 year inevery 5. The 
estimated annual flood damage along the main stream amounts to 
approximately $400,000. The more serious floods, such as the one oc- 
curring in December 1955, which had a peak flow of 135,000 cubic feet 
per second at Grants Pass and which resulted in damages in the basin 
exceeding $4 million, have a frequency of approximately once in every 
25 vears. 

In connection with irrigation and flood control development, there 
is an opportunity to generate hydroelectric power. Not only would 
this help serve the power needs of the basin, but it would provide sur- 
plus revenues to repay costs allocated to irrigation which are in 
excess of the water users’ payment capacity. Such type of aid is 
necessary to make irrigation feasible for any further development in 
the basin. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, in response to requests concerning 
water resource development, undertook some investigations as early 
as April 1915. Under the terms of a cooperative contract. covering 
the investigation, the State engineer, under provisions of chapter 87, 
Laws of Oregon for 1913, withdrew “all of the unappropriated direct 
flow of Rogue River and its tributaries above Raygold for the purposes 
of irrigation, power, domestic use, and storage.” The results of the 
initial studies on the Rogue River Valley project were published in 
February 1916. This report covered a plan for the irrigation devel- 
opment of the areas now included in the Medford, Rogue River Val- 
ley and Talent Irrigation Districts. More detailed project studies 
were started in 1938 when further impetus was provided by financial 
contributions to the work by the Medford and Rogue River Valley 
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Irrigation Districts. In the following year, the State legislature - 
propriated funds to supplement contributions by Josephine and Jac 
son Counties for a study of irrigation and multiple-purpose develop- 
ments in the Rogue Basin under cooperative contracts between the 
State and Bureau of Reclamation. 

Progress in developing the water resources of the main stream has 
been delayed over the years as a result of diverse interests. Such in- 
terests concern irrigation, flood control, power production, fish and 
wildlife, and recreation. No single plan of development has been 
proposed which would meet all of the desires of these diverse interests. 
Past reclamation studies which afford alternative opportunities have 
been presented in various reports. 

One such report was published in March 1948 and concerned alterna- 
tive plans for development of the water resources of the Rogue River 
Basin. One of'these plans involved storage on the main stem and the 
other involved storage on the tributaries. The plans in this report 
were presented at the June 8 and 9, 1948, public hearings at Medford, 
Oreg. The purpose of these hearings was to afford local interests and 
other groups the opportunity of presenting their views. For the hear- 
ings, 134 briefs, resolutions, and letters were filed, and were subse- 
quently printed under the title, “Transcript of Public Hearings Held 
at Medford, Oreg., June 8 and 9, 1948, on Alternative Plans for Devel- 
opment of the Water Resources of the Rogue River Basin, Oreg.” 

As a result of these hearings, the hearings’ chairman, Dr. Harlan 
H. Barrows, recommended the adoption of the plan involving storage 
on the main stream, subject to refinement and suitable revision. Pur- 
suant to this recommendation, Reclamation compiled another report 
entitled, “Rogue River Basin Project, Oreg.” This report, dated 
February 1950, contained much information on multiple-purpose de- 
velopment of the water resources of the basin, and presented an over- 
all basin plan, including both tributary and main stream works. The 
report also contemplated immediate authorization of Lewis Creek 
Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant; Trail Diversion Dam and power- 
plant; Cascade Gorge Dam and powerplant; all on the main stem of 
the Rogue River, and a system of canals necessary to distribute the 
water to lands in the Medford division. The continuing divergence 
of views between development of water resources for irrigation, power 
and flood control on the one hand, and preservation of natural scenic 
beauty and of fish and wildlife resources on the other, resulted in a 
deferment of any action on this plan, pending collection of detailed 
information on scenic, recreation, fish and wildlife, and other resources 
of the Rogue River Basin. It is Reclamation’s understanding that 
these studies have been completed by the National Park Service and 
Fish and Wildlife Service in the period 1950 to date. 

In the interim, Reclamation reoriented its investigation program 
in the Rogue River Basin, concentrating attention on those tributary 
streams where interference with fishery and recreational interests was 
not a problem. Under this program, the Bureau investigated the 
Talent Division, a multiple-purpose development including irrigation, 
flood control, and power, which was authorized in 1954, and is now 
under construction. This division, consisting of three reservoirs, a 
system of collection and delivery canals and a powerplant, will provide 
a supplemental water supply to approximately 23,000 acres in the 
Talent, Medford, and Rogue River Valley Irrigation Districts and a 
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full water supply to about 5,300 acres in the Talent Irrigation District. 
Surplus power revenues from the 16,000-kilowatt Green Springs 
powerplant, to be constructed as part.of the Talent Division, will be 
used to assist repayment of irrigation costs. In addition, some flood 
protection will be provided to deve slopments on lower bear creek and 
the main stream of the Rogue River. Also, minimum recreational 
facilities and fish protection works will be constructed in connection 
with this development. 

Other divisions on tributary streams included in the investigation 
program are Illinois Valley, Merlin, and Evans Valley. During the 
past fiscal year, Reclamation completed a plan for the irrigation of 
16,660 acres in the Illinois Valley Division. That plan has now been 
referred to the local people to facilitate crystallization of public 
opinion. <A feasibility investigation is also being accomplished for 
the Merlin Division, involving the irrigation of some 10,000. acres. 
Irrgators on these future divisions would be unable to return costs 
allocated to irrigation in a reasonable number of years, and aid such 
as from surplus. power revenues w eam be necessary. For instance, 
it is estimated it would require 128 years for water users on Illinois 
Valley Division to fully repay Belated costs. 

In addition, Reclamation collaborated with the Grants Pass Irri- 
gation District in construction of the northwest unit pipeline in 1950 
and in rehabilitation of the S Savage Rapids Dam in 1954 and 1955, and 
with the Medford and Rogue River Valley Irrigation Districts in 
working out a plan for the rehabilitation of their systems. This last 
rehabilitation is now being carried out. There is now being completed 
an investigation of a small reservoir that would provide a new water 
supply to 1,800 acres in the Rogue River Valley Irrigation District. 

Following the 1955 flood, numerous petitions from the local interests 
were received by the Bureau of Reclamation, requesting the develop- 
ment of a multiple-purpose plan that would include flood protection 
to the residents of the basin. As a result of the renewed interest in 
water control, Reclamation, in collaboration with Fish and Wildlife 
and National Park Services, has considered six plans involving various 
combinations of storage on the main stem and tributaries. From these 
six plans, it is hoped a plan substantially acceptable to all interests 
can be developed. 

There is currently being studied in more detail 2 of the 6 plans. 
Plan 1 involves three dams, including Lewis, Trail Diversion, and 
Lake Creek. Lewis and Trail Diversion Dams would be located on 
the main stem of the Rogue River, and Lake Creek Dam on Little 
Butte Creek. The Lewis Dam and Reservoir would be multiple- 
purpose, providing storage space for irrigation, power, and flood 
control. The Trail Diversion Dam and Reservoir, located imme- 
diately below Lewis Dam, would be for regulation of ‘the flows result- 
ing from the daily power peaking operation at, Lewis Dam, for irri- 
gation diversion, and for at-site power generation. The Lake Creek 
Reservoir would be used for irrigation and flood control purposes, 
In all, the 3 reservoirs would have a total storage cz rpacity of approxi- 
mately 368,000 acre-feet, and generating capacity of 57,100 kilowatts. 

These reservoirs, together with the enlarged Emigrant Reservoir of 
the Talent division, which is now under construction, and the potential 
Evans Creek Reservoir of the Evans V ay | division, would have 
reduced the peak of the December 22, 1955, flood from 113,000 cubic 


: 
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feet per second to 41,400 cubic feet per second at Raygold and from 
35,000 cubic feet per second to 56,800 cubic feet per second at Grants 
Pass. The safe channel capac ity at these points, as determined in 
past studies by the Corps of Engineers, is 24,000 and 35,000 cubic feet 
per second, respectively, at Raygold and Grants Pass, a nominal 
amount of damage would be experienced along the main stream of the 
Rogue River. Also, these reservoirs would have controlled to channel 
capacity all other floods of record except those of 1927, 1890, and 
1861. However, substantial reductions in stage and resultant damage 
would have been effected during even these extreme floods, In addi- 
tion to providing this measure of flood control, this plan, excluding 
the Emigrant and Evans Creek Reservoirs, would provide a full 
irrigation water supply for 36,680 acres and a supplemental supply 
for 13,980 acres. In addition to the basic reservoirs involved in the 
plan, certain irrigation distribution and drainage works also would 
be necessary. The operation of the Lewis and Trail diversion power- 
plants would result in the generation of 165,400,000 kilowatt-hours of 
firm power and 65,800,000 kilowatt-hours of salable nonfirm power. 

Lewis and Lake Creek Dams would block part of the Rogue River 
runs of anadromous fish from their natural spawning areas. Fish 
passage and hatchery facilities, as recommended by the Fish and 
“ ildlife Service, could be provided under this plan to partially miti- 

gate this condition. Also, the plan would provide for the relocation 
of existing, and the — of additional recreational facilities, 
as recommended by the National Park Service. 

The second plan which is being analyzed, and which would result 
in the minimum damage to fish and wildlife and recreation of the 
6 plans studied, includes 4 dams, the reservoirs of which have a total 

capacity of approximately 229,000 acre-feet. These are Lost Creek 
Dam on the Rogue River, 8 miles above Lewis site; Elk Creek Dam, 
on Elk Creek; Lake Creek Dam on the Little Butte Creek; and 
McNeil Dam, forming an offstream storage reservoir on McNeil 
Creek, a tributary to Big Butte Creek. 

This storage space would be used for flood control] and irrigation. 
There would be no power generation in connection with this plan. 
This plan would provide a water supply to irrigate the same area as 
that which would be served by plan 1 discussed above. The storage 
under this plan, together with the enlarged Emigrant Reservoir and 
Evans Creek Reservoir, would have reduced the December 22, 1955, 
flood from 113,000 cubic feet per second to 57,800 cubic feet per second 
at Raygold and from 135,000 cubic feet per second to 71,000 cubic 
feet per second at Grants Pass. The damage along the main stream 
resulting from a flow of 57,800 cubic feet per second at Raygold and 

71 000 cubic feet per second at Grants Pass naturally would be greater 
th: an for the smaller flows under plan 1. The dollar values in either 
case cannot be estimated until studies currently underway are com- 
pleted. In other words, flood control would have been less effective 
under plan 2 than under plan 1, since flows at Raygold and Grants Pass 
would have been 13,200 cubic feet per second and 15,400 cubic feet per 
second greater, respectively, under plan 2. 

Although the dams involved in this pl: un wend block fewer anad- 
romous fish from spawning areas than plan 1, fish collection and 
hatchery facilities, as recommended by the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
could be included to mitigate losses. In addition, this plan would 
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provide for relocation of existing, and development of additional, 
recreational facilities, as recommended by the National Park Service. 

When the studies of the two plans are completed, it is expected that 
recommendations for future action in the Upper Rogue River Basin 
can be formulated. 

(A map, filed with the foregoing witness in connection with his 
statement appears with the exhibits and is in the files of the com- 
mittee. ) 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Browne. Senator 
Wofford ? 

Senator Worrorp. No questions. 

Senator Neusercer. Senator Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. These programs, plan No. 1 and plan No. 2, are 
alternative plans, are they ? 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. The adoption of one would exclude the adoption 
of the other? 

Mr. Brownz. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And in plan No. 2 there would be no power de- 
velopment, as I understand. 

Mr. Browne. That’s right. 

Senator Hruska. Have you any timetable as to the completion of 
these plans so that they may be considered and a choice made? 

Mr. Browne. Not a definite deadline, no, sir; we are working on 
that now with the fish and wildlife department. 

Senator Hruska. That’s all. 

Senator Neusercer. Senator Barrett? 

Senator Barretr. On page 6 you make this statement : 


Also, these reservoirs would have controlled to channel capacity all other 
floods of record except those of 1927, 1890, and 1861. 


Why did you exclude 1955? 

Mr. Browne. It did not control the 1955 flood through the safe 
channel capacity. 

Senator Barrerr. You say in the statement that it would have con- 
trolled all other floods except 

Mr. Browne (interposing). By inference there I think the state- 
ment would show that we didn’t control the 1955 flood. We state in 
the 1955 flood, we got it down to 41,400 feet at Raygold and 56,800 at 
Grants Pass and the safe channel capacity is 25,000 and 35,000. 

Senator Barrerr. The first, No. 1 plan, would have controlled the 
situation as far as the 1955 flood is concerned; is that correct ? 

Mr. Browne. No, sir. Plan 1 does not, neither plan. 

Senator Barrett. Neither one would do it? 

Mr. Browne. No, not control the 1955 flood. 

Senator Barretr. The damage from the 1955 flood would be mini- 
mum, though? 

Mr. Browne. It would be minimized; yes, sir. 

Senator Barretr. Now what is the objection to plan No. 2 if it 
would provide the water for irrigation. Is it the fact that there 
would be no income from power to make it feasible ? 

Mr. Browne. That’s one of the reasons, I think, and also that it 
doesn’t control the flood as much as plan 1. The damage would be 
greater. 











ROGUE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 21 


Senator Barretr. There would be flood damage in either event but 
rreater on No. 2 than on No. 1? 
' Mr. Browne. That’s right. 

Senator Barrerr. And there would be no income from power under 
No. 2 to contribute to the cost of the reclamation features. Is that a 
fair statement ? 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir, beyond the ability of the water users to repay 
it; yes, sir. 

Senator Barretr. What do you estimate as to proportion of the costs 
that the water users would be unable to pay ? 

Mr. Browne. It would vary with the individual units. I think 
from, say, 25 percent up to—that they would be able to pay—up to 
65 to 75 percent that they would be able to pay. 

Senator Barrerr. In between that ? 

Mr. Browne. In between that. 

Senator Barrerr. About 40 or 45 percent would be a fair estimate? 

Mr. Browne. I think so. 

Senator Barrerr. That is over and above the part that would be 
nonreimbursable because of the flood-control features. 

Mr. Browne. Yes, that would be; that amount allocated to irriga- 
tion. 

Senator Barrerr. That’s one of the main differences between the 
two proposals then ? 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Barretr. That’s all. 

Senator Hruska. Have the periods of repayment been determined in 
terms of years for plans one and plan two? 

Mr. Browne. No, sir. We would proceed under reclamation law 
in terms of 40 years. 

Senator Neupercer. Forty years? 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Plus a 10-year development period ? 

Mr. Browne. Yes. 

Senator Neupercer. The gist of the difficulty in the past is fairly 
well summarized, isn’t it, in your sentence at the bottom of page 3, 
Mr. Browne, where you say: 

The continuing divergence of views between development of water resources for 
irrigation, power, and flood control on the one hand, and preservation of natural 
scenic beauty and of fish and wildlife resources on the other, resulted in a defer- 
ment of any action on this plan— 
and so forth. Isn’t that a fairly concise summary, using your own 
words, of what has happened in the past with most of the programs for 
development of the Rogue River Basin? 

Mr. Browne. I think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Any questions from any of the staff? 

Senator Worrorp. Mr. Browne, as I understand, you have two plans 
under consideration now which, when you finally finish your studies 
you will produce those plans, submit them as alternative plans, is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Browne. We have at least 2 plans that we are—we have really 6 
plans, as Mr. Piper pointed out. 

Senator Worrorp. But you have narrowed it down, as I understand 
it now, to two plans. 
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Mr. Browne. One's the best and one’s the worst. We're trying to 
work in between. 

Senator Worrorp. I noticed Mr. Piper stated he was trying to get a 
plan to please everybody. Have you ever gotten a plan to please 
everybody / 

Mr. Browne. Yes; I think I have. 

Senator Worrorp. In that connection, as I understand it, plan No. 1 
would take care of floods with the possible exception of the 1955 flood. 
No. 1 would not even take care of that flood, would it? 

Mr. Browne. No, sir; it would not. 

Senator Worrorp. So you’d be building a project where you knew 
that floods of that magnitude, it would not protect the people; isn’t 
that right? 

Mr. Browne. To the full extent, but it would minimize it a great 
deal. 

Senator Worrorp. It would minimize the damage 
go down to 1 foot. 

Mr. Browne. Yes. 

Senator Worrorp. But on the other hand, plan No. 1 would be of 
great damage to the fishing and recreational facilities, things like that ? 

Mr. Browne. It will atifect those. 

Senator Worrorp. And under plan No. 1 they would have to make 
some provision to take care of the fish, as I understand. 

Mr. Browne. That is what we are trying to work out. 

Senator Worrorp. Now under plan No. 2, as I understood you to say, 
that wouldn’t really give you any substantial flood control at all. It 
would minimize it a great deal but it wouldn’t give you any protection 
against any of these really high floods. 

Mr. Browne. No, sir. 

Senator Worrorpb. Certainly not against the 1955 flood. 

Mr. BROWNE. No, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. Plan No. 2 would do a great deal of damage to 
the fishing industry and the recreational facilities which would have 
to be relocated ¢ 

Mr. Browne. There would be some damage but it would be the 
minimum amount of the plans that we are considering. 

Senator Worrorp. So neither of the two plans would give satisfac- 
tion to the real development of the property without sacrificing one 
or the other ¢ 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. As a matter of fact, both plans sacrifice some on 
each side ? 

Mr. Browne. That’s right. 

Senator Worrorp. Thank you. 

Senator Neunercer. Any of the staff members have any questions ? 

Mr. Linrwnaver. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be well for Mr. 
Browne to submit for the record a more definitive statement as to the 
feasibility of plans 1 and 2 with respect to power revenues in plan 1 
and the lack of power revenues in plan 2 so that the committees will 
have that when they go to consider it next winter. You see what I 
mean ¢ 

Mr. Browne. Yes, sir. We are studying that now. The studies 
are underway. ‘ 
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Mr. Lirneweaver. Well, you'll have to just do the best you can on it 
as to what the forecast will be and I realize that you can’t come up 
with a final answer, but if you’d do that then the committees will have 
that information when the matter comes up; the best you can do at 

the present and I think it would be well for you to clear that with 
Mr. Piper and the field committee and the Corps too, so that you know 
exactly what all of you are in agreement on. 

Senator Neupercer. Would you do that ? 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, as I understood the witness there 
is very little question about the contribution from power from one 
proposal or the other. No. 1 has the-power features at Lewis Creek 
and that’s been well ests ablished already, the income from pews r from 
that site and also from the Trail Creek if that is established, but this 
other, the second proposal has no power features, as I understood you; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Browne. That’s right, no power generation in plan 2, in the 
other plan. 

Senator Barrerr. I don’t know how you could compare plan 1 and 
plan 2 as Mr. Lineweaver suggests here under those conditions because 
one proposal has a power feature and the other proposal doesn’t have 
any power features. 

Senator Neupercer. It would be of some assistance, though, if we 
knew what the potential revenues might be under the plan whic ; does 
contain the power features. 

Mr. Linewraver. That was my idea, Senator Barrett, that he would 
show in a definitive way the lack of power revenues from plan 2 and 
what plan 1 showed with the power revenues. 

Senator Barretr. My understanding is that the power features ir 
plan 1 have already been established, income has been determined 
heretofore. 

Mr. Browne. Yes; but we haven’t put the dollar sign on that as yet. 

Senator Nreunercer. The only thing, it seems to me, if Mr. Browne 
and his associates can obtain these figures without undue bother and 
difficulty, it would be helpful to the Committee, I think, and we, when 
we do discuss legislation affecting the Rogue River, and if you could 
do that we would be grateful to you. 

Senator Hruska. I think that would be useful: however, it might 
be the source of some confusion if it’s done prematurely and before 
the plans are sufliciently developed to get figures which are useful in 
our thinking. If it’s too premature, I’m just wondering if it would 
be the source of confusion rather than help, Mr. Lineweaver. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I think they have been studying the things for a 
good many years and they certainly ought to be able to come up with 
some fairly—— 

Senator Hruska (interposing). Some estimate, tentative thing. 

Mr. Linrweaver. Yes. We wouldn’t hold them to finality on it 
but they have been studying it for 20 years. 

Senator Neunercer. In my memory this has been one of the most 
extensively studied questions of any of the river basins in the North- 
west, if I’m not mistaken, over the years. 

Mr. Browne. I think that’s true; that’s a good statement. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Any other questions of Mr. Browne? Thank 
you very much, Mr. Browne. The next witness will be Doren E. Wood- 
ward, regional supervisor, River Basin Studies, Fish and Wildlife 
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Service. Glad to have you here, Mr. Woodward. If you could para- 
phrase your statement and give its essentials, the entire statement 
will appear in the record as you*have submitted it. 


STATEMENT OF DOREN E. WOODWARD, REGIONAL SUPERVISOR OF 
RIVER BASIN STUDIES IN REGION I, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERV- 
ICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, PORTLAND, OREG. 


Mr. Woopwarp. Thank you. I have taken the liberty of already con- 
densing this statement to a briefer one which I would appreciate the 
opportunity to read into the record directly. It is entirely contained 
in the longer one, however. 

Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is Doren E. Wood- 
ward, regional supervisor of River Basin Studies in Region I of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service of the Department of the Interior, the office 
of which is located in Portland, Oreg. This statement is presented 
in response to a request by these committees to the Secretary of the 
Interior for representation by the Fish and Wildlife Service 

The Rogue River Basin comprises 5,080 square miles of predomi- 
nantly mountainous terrain mostly in southwestern Oregon, embrac- 
ing practically all of Jackson County, all of Josephine County, and a 
laree part of Curry County in Oregon, and small portions of Siskiyou 
and Del Norte Counties in northern California. Agricultural lands 
and the greater part of the population are located in the valley along 
the major streams in the middle section of the basin. 

The main Rogue River flows through rough canyons for most of its 
length, a distance of some 219 miles. Principal tributaries, most of 
whid ‘h enter from the left bank, are in upstream order: Illinois River, 
Grave Creek, Applegate River, Evans Creek, Bear Creek, Little Butte 
Creek, Big Butte Creek, and South Fork Rogue River. Most of the 
streams are swift flowing but not excessively turbulent and have gravel 
bottoms interspersed with occasional areas of solid rock and large 
boulders. 

From the standpoint of use, the basin contains three natural seg- 
ments: 

1. The lower segment extends from the mouth of the Rogue River to 
the mouth of Grave Creek on the Rogue and to a short distance below 
Tllinois Falls on the Illinois River. Most of this area is inaccessible 
and includes some of the last truly primitive wilderness areas in the 
State of Oregon. Logging and mining have been the main industries; 
recreation is now of great importance. 

2. The middle segment includes the Tllinois Valley above Tlinois 
Falls and extends in the main Rogue River Valley, from the mouth 
of Grave Creek to a point just above the mouth of Big Butte Creek 
and contains most of the agricultural and industrial developments 
of the basin. 

3. The upper segment of the Rogue River Basin, above Big Butte 
Creek, is characterized by steep mountains and deep, narrow valleys 
and gorges very similar to those in the lower river segment. There 
is little tillable land. The soil is porous volcanic ash and pumice, the 
precipitation is heavy, and there is, in general, a thick forest cover. 
Logging and recreation developments are the main industries. 
Crater Lake National Park is located in the extreme upper portion 
of this latter segment. 
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The scenic and wildlife resources of the basin are outstanding and 
provide recreational values which are a major economic asset of the 
basin. Except for the sport fishery at the mouth of the river, most 
of these values are in the middle and upper segments of the basin. 
From traffic records it has been estimated that 1,725,000 vacation- 
bound visitors visited the basin in 1953, and since most of these people 
are from without the immediate area, their expenditures represent 
new wealth to the basin. The value of recreation to the basin is ex- 
ceeded only by lumbering and agriculture, and hunting and fishing 
provide a large part of the recreation values. 

Streamflow in the Rogue River Basin is typified by high discharge 
from December to June, maximum disch: irges occurring most often in 
March; and by low flows from August to November, minimum dis- 
charge occurring usually in September. Maximum discharges are 
caused by severe rains, by rapid snowmelt, or by a combination of 
both. 

The streamflow pattern of the main Rogue River has not been 
greatly influenced by manmade developments, but that of some of the 
tributaries has been greatly affected by existing irrigation develop- 
ments. These have affected streamflow in two ways: (1) During 
the late summer, diversions for irrigation deplete (and sometimes take 
all) the low flow of the streams; and (2) where reservoirs are pro- 
vided, these reduce the natural flows during the filling season aud 
stop all flows at times. As a result of summer-flow reduction, water 
temperatures have increased substantially in some streams in the 
basin. From the standpoint of anadromous fish, critically high sum- 
mer-water temperatures occur during most years in the main Rogue 
River below Gold Ray Dam. 

The excellent salmon and steelhead trout fisheries of the Rogue 
River are nationally famous. In addition, there is a large sport 
fishery for trout which extends over the major part of the basin. 

All salmon and trout require gravel bars for the deposition of their 
eggs; all require water free from toxic substances and with an abun- 
dance of dissolved oxygen. Salmon and trout require ample food 
in the form of insects and other small invertebrate animals, and all 
salmonoid fishes need cool water. When the natural flow of a stream 
is reduced by diversion of part of its flow and when the vegetative cover 
of watersheds is destroyed, water temperatures rise. With this rise 
in temperature, the dissolved oxygen content becomes progressively 
less, and disease organisms which attack salmon and trout tend to 
increase in numbers and virulence. Water temperatures much over 
70° F. cause considerable losses among both young and adult salmon- 
ide. Low summer flows brought about by stream diversions have 
caused extinction of salmon runs in some of our streams. 

The current stage of basin development has benefited most of the 
game species eagerly sought by sportsmen. If there are no major 
alterations in existing conditions, wildlife utilization of the basin 
should continue at present levels. Populations of desirable game spe- 
cies may be augmented through management with a commensurate 
increase in hunting opportunities for both resident and visiting 
sportsmen. 

Only the eastern part of the Rogue River Basin lies at an eleva- 
tion high enough to receive a snow pack and is therefore the only 
part of the basin which receives snowmelt to sustain streamflow dur- 
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ing periods of low precipitation. The runoff of the remainder of 
the basin originates largely as rainfall, and as a consequence stream- 
flows tend to be very low during the summer and fall. This serious, 
low-flow condition 1s aggravated by the numerous water diversions 
which further deplete the low summer flows. In many instances these 
low flows are either too low to permit the movement of fish, or the 
temperature of the small volumes of water reaches high levels that are 
lethal to fish. Stream channelization such as that on Deer Creek has- 
tens runoff of the available water, eliminates pools necessary for the 
maintenance of fish, and destroys streamside cover needed by game. 

The diversions are not only a steady drain on the waters but also of 
the fishes of the stream. Although the Oregon State Game Commis- 
sion has installed and maintains a large number of fish screens on 
diversions to prevent the loss of fish onto the irrigated fields, some 
diversions are still unscreened. The three major diversions now on 
the main stem of the Rogue—power at Gold Ray and Gold Hill 
and power and irrigation at Savage Rapids—are unscreened and ap- 
parently are partic ‘ularly harmful to fish. Efforts are being made to 
have the water intakes of Gold Ray and Gold Hill screened to prevent 
the losses of downstream migrants at those two places. The last Con- 
gress appropriated funds for construction of screens at Savage Rap- 
ids Dam. Although the three locations are passable for upstream 
migrants, they still present passage conditions that are less favorable 
than the natural stream conditions and thus add to the other conditions 
that militate against the successful maintenance of stocks of fish for the 
enjoyment and use of the public. 

Information on the areas in the Rogue River Basin of importance 
to Chinook and silver salmon and steelhead trout for spawning and 
on the number of spawners has been obtained in recent years. Chi- 
nook salmon spawn principally in the main Rogue River and in the 
lower parts of the large tributaries. Spawning occurs from Septem- 
ber through December. Spring Chinooks spawn almost entirely above 
and fall Chinook almost e ntirely below Gold Ray Dam. Silver salmon 
spawn principally in smaller stream areas, and steelhead trout in head- 
water areas. Silvers spawn in December and January, steelheads in 
March and April. Spawning, to be successful, requires adequate 
streamflows in the spawning areas. 

An estimate of the number of salmon that have entered the Rogue 
River in recent years can be calculated from (1) counts of salmon 
passing Gold Ray Dam, (2) observed counts of salmon reds above 


Gold Ray Dam, (3) calculated ratio between known escapement over 


Gold R: ay to number of reds observed above the dam, (4) calculation 
of spawning population in the basin below Gold Ray Dam from counts 
of reds there multiplied by the ratio calculated in (3) above, and (5) 
calculation of total eseapement to river by adding the spawning es- 
capement to the sport catch. The total run of Chinook salmon en- 
tering the river each year is estimated to be 81,000 fish of which 29,000 
are springs and 52,000 are falls. The calculations result in an esti- 
mated annual run to the river of about 6,250 silver salmon and 37,000 
steelhead trout. 

Since identification of Rogue River fish in the present-day troll 
catch is not possible, their contribution to the catch must be obtained 
by indirect methods. Recent preliminary results from marking ex- 
periments have indicated a troll catch-to-escapement ratio of about 2 
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to 1 for Chinook salmon from the Sacramento and Columbia Rivers. 
Recent similar studies on the Coquille River, which is nearby on the 
Oregon coast, have shown a troll catch-to-ese apement r wie of 0.7 to 1 
for silver salmon. Applying these ratios to the number of fish ente: 

ing the Rogue River, which may be considered ese apement from the 
troll fis hery, it is estimated that the river contributes roi ighly 162,000 
Chinook salmon and 4,400 silver salmon to the commercial troll fisher y 
annually. 

The sport fishery on the lower river m: ty be divided into two main 
periods: (1) The spring fishery, which is only for spring Chinooks 
during the months of April, May, and June, and (2) the fall fishery 
which i is entirely for fall C hinooks during July and August and for 
silver salmon and steelhead trout during September, October, and 
early November. 

Data were obtained in 1952 on the sport fishery of the Rogue River 
in the lower segment below Agness, Oreg. By intervie wing 1.407 
salmon anglers, by counting all anglers that coul i be located. and from 
the records of the custom canneries, it was found that 12.800 salmon 
were caught annually by 29,000 days of fishing effort; and 5,400 steel 
head trout were caught by 5,700 days of fishing effort. 

The sport fisheries on the middle and upper river fall into three 
main groups: (1) Spring Chinook salmon, (2) steelhead trout, and 
(3) resident trout. The middle segment also has warm-water game 
fishes which are taken in Gold Ray forebay and in Emigrant and Hyatt 
Reservoirs. Data on the salmon and trout fisheries of the middle and 
upper river were obtained from 7,274 personal interviews in 1952 and 
1953, and on the warm-water game fishes from 281 personal interviews 
in 1954. These showed in the middle river area 950 salmon caught 
annually by 5,600 days of fishing effort, 3,900 steelhead trout caught 
by 14, 650 d: ys of fishing e ffort, 121.100 maneeachd trout by $4,000 days of 
fishing effort, 8,200 warm-water game fish by 6,700 days of fishin 
effort, and 53,800 resident trout by 29,500 days of fishing effort 

In the whole basin, about 206,000 fish were caught annually by 
177,000 days of fishing effort. This is exclusive of the estimated 
it¢ 


o 


166.000 fish annually provided to the offs hore troll catch. 

The business of supplyi ing goods and services to persons visiting the 
Rogue River Basin for recreational purposes const itutes a Tan re por 
tion of the actual total expenditures by visitors to the basin, Thes 


expenditures cannot readily be appr: aised. However, reliable esti 
mates made by State and Government agencies show that the total 
expenditures by vacationists within the basin itself approaches $14 
million. The cost of travel to and from the area is not included in 
this figure. The amount expended within the basin varies from year 
to year, of course, but all available data indicate that the tourist in- 
dustry is contributing a greater portion to the economy of the region 
with each passing year. 

It is noteworthy that the upper Rogue Basin is located between two 
of the great tourist attractions of the West: The famous Redwood 
Highway and Crater Lake National Park. The lower Rogue Basin 
is traversed by the outstanding Coast Highway. The scenic beauty 
of these two highways alone attracts thousan ds of tourists each year 
The Rogue River is famous in its own right as a river of great natural 
beauty and for the excellent fishing it affords throughout the year. 
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Along the Rogue River from Gold Beach and Wedderburn at the 
mouth to near its source, about 210 miles upstream, there are numerous 
facilities and services which cater almost exclusively to sportsmen en- 
gaged in salmon and steelhead angling. During 1949 it was estimated 
that there were over 100 business establishments that depended almost 
exclusively on the trade derived from anglers. These included fishing 

resorts, tackle shops, guide services, and salmon canneries. At that 
time they represented a capital investment of at least $3 million. In 
all, there were over 200 resorts, motels, and other tourist facilities 
within the basin representing a capital investment of over $10 million. 

In general, any water-development project that depletes streamflow, 
has unscreened diversions, has mechanical equipment that is destruc- 
tive to fish (turbines and pumps), interferes with the movements of 
fish and wildlife, or floods out irreplaceable habitat for them, is un- 
favorable to the maintenance of these valuable natural resources. An 
indication of the scope of the harmful effects of water-development 
projects that could befall the fish and wildlife resources of the basin 
can be gained by citing a few examples. A high dam at the Copper 
Canyon site on the main stem of the the river downstream from Agness 
probably would destroy the entire Rogue River runs of chinook and 
silver salmon, and steelhead and sea-run cutthroat trout. Even with 
fish-passage facilities, such a dam would have some harmful effects 
and could not be looked upon with favor. Dams at the Bald Moun- 
tain site on the Illinois River and at the Applegate site near the mouth 
of the Little Applegate River would interfere with the runs of 
anadromous fishes in those rivers unless provided with adequate fish- 
protection facilities. Dams installed on the main stem of the river 
upstream from the existing Gold Ray Dam could interfere seriously 
with the valuable run of spring err and with steelhead trout, 
and, of course, the lower of these sites, i. e., the ones closer downstream 
to Gold Ray Dam, would interfere vith ‘larger portions of the runs 
than those located farther upstream. 

The measures required to safeguard fish and wildlife have been 
touched upon. These usually are: Methods of operation, which pro- 
vide adequate and uniform streamflows, stable reservoir levels, and 
adequate minimum pools or subimpoundments in the reservoir; and 
protective measures, which include fishways, fish screens, fencing of 
replacement habitat for wildlife use, and deer-escape ramps. Of these, 
the maintenance of streamflows principally for fish is of major im- 
portance. Unfortunately this water requirement happens to be the 
point of greatest conflict with water development for irrigation and 
power uses; but it is a requirement on water which cannot be ignored 
and which must be met ahead of other water uses in the basin to safe- 
guard this existing and valuable natural resource which is used and 
enjoyed by people of the Basin, State, and the Nation. Any loss to 
the fish and wildlife of the basin will be reflected in all other associated 
recreational activities and the economic welfare of the industries de- 
pendent thereon—restaurants, hotels and motels, service stations, 
sporting-goods stores, etc.—so that the cumulative loss to the basin 
could be very large, indeed. 

If additional water supplies must be developed in the Rogue River 
Basin by the construction of dams, they should be located in the 
upper reaches of the tributary streams. Dams in these locations with 
appropriate measures for safeguarding fish and wildlife could have 
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both harmful and beneficial effects. Harmful effects could result 
from flooding of natural stream habitat used by resident fish and 
perhaps by interfering with the migratory movement of these fish. 
So far as wildlife is concerned, the reservoirs could block normal 
migration routes of deer and flood some meadow-feeding areas. Bene- 
ficial effects could result from improved streamtlows in the tribu 
taries below the dams from the opportunity to develop reservoir fish 
eries in desirable recreational areas. At such time as specific develop 
ments are proposed, each project will need to be analyzed to determine 
which of the above, and perhaps other, effects will be applicable. It 
may then be found that some projects will result in an overall harmful 
effect, however, in any case it is felt that such effect would be much 
less than a main-stem location. In other cases, projects may well 
result in an overall beneficial effect. 

In the future, the preservation and enhancement of fish and wildlife 
resources should be included as one of the purposes of any water 
development project which is proposed. In this way, the water re 
quired for these resources will be considered in all planning of the 
project. This will avoid the type of controversy which has occurred 
in the past when a project was planned to develop all the water for 
power or irrigation so that thereafter providing the barest minimum 
water for fish and wildlife appeared to cause a loss in power or 
irrigation. 

In brief, the Fish and Wildlife Service recognizes the need to con 
trol damaging floods such as the one which occurred in the Rogue 
River Valley last year. However, we believe that thorough study 
can result in deve ‘lopment of means to control such floods without 
needlessly sacrificing important fish, wildlife, and related recreationa! 
resources which add so much to the economy of this valley. The Fish 
and Wildlife Service has worked closely with construction agencies 
in the planning of the necessary flood-control measures and, of course, 
will continue to do so. 

That concludes what J hope isa digest of the longer thing. 

Senator NEUBERGER. It’s a very good digest and we are grateful to 
you, Mr. Woodward. Senator Wofford, do you have any questions 4 

Senator Worrorp. No. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Senator Hruska / 

Senator Hruska. I would like to observe that it was with a great 
deal of interest that I read the report of April 1956, your Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Much of the material there, of course, you have 
used in your summary here. I’m wondering now, you express in your 
report great confidence and faith that thorough study can result in 
deve lopment of means to control floods without sacrificing any of the 
fine fish, wildlife, and related recreational resources. Now in that 
aed have you considered, or has your office considered plans 

1 and 2 concerning which Mr. Browne m: ade some comments ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. We are working very closely at this time in an 
attempt to make a complete analysis of the effect of either plan. 

Senator Hruska. Have you gone far enough in your analysis and 
study yet to give us your ideas on those plans 

Mr. Woopwarp. No, we haven't, except in general. We know that 
the Lewis Creek Dam will be extremely har mful and the dams-at Elk. 
Lost, McNeil, and Lake will be less harmful. 
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Senator Hruska. And the Lewis Creek Dam is included in plan 
No. 1 and the others that you mentioned are in plan No. 24 

Mr. Woopwarp. That is correct. The basic reason for that differ- 
ence is that the spring chinook spawn above Gold Ray Dam and spring 
chinooks are very difficult to handle. In fact, we haven’t really gotten 
techniques to do the job right. You must hold them several months 
before they are ready to spawn. They come early and the problem 
involves extensive holding of the fish if you are going to block them 
from their spawning ground. 

Senator Hruska. Well, would that rule out the building of any 
dam up at that point? 

Mr. Woopwarp. No; we wouldn’t say that. It might involve con- 
struction of very extensive facilities to take care of the fish, however. 

Senator Hruska. Well, have your techniques been developed suf- 
ficiently so that you know what these works would consist of and how 
expensive they would be? 

Mr. Woopwarp. We can only estimate that, as to the expense, that’s 
one of the things we are working on. We think progress can be made 
in all the techniques. 

Senator Hruska. Well, I find myself quite puzzled by, and I sup- 
pose many people do, after all, here is an expression of confidence it 

can be done and then when you narrow your consideration down to 
anything specific, why sooner or later it results in a reduction of that 
flood-control business. Now if we are going to protect the fish we lose 
on flood control and if we are going to flood control we are going to 
lose a lot of fish: isn’t that it? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Basically true. 

Senator Hruska. I’m glad you have an optimistic note in here but 
I’ll await with interest development on a concrete plan where it will 
be justified. That’s all for the present, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Barrett ? 

Senator Barrett. I was rather intrigued with your statement about 
the fish screens at the diversions at Gold Hill, Gold Ray, and Savage 
Rapids and I note you say the Congress appropriated some funds 
for screens at Savage Rapids. Why was a distinction made between 
that diversion and nothing for the other two? 

Mr. Woopwarp. ‘The Savage Rapid Dam has for many years been 
considered the worst fish killer on the west coast and it was considered 
imperative that something be done to keep the fish from being pumped 
on to the fields or damaged in the turbines. It was of such conse- 
quence and in recognition of the fact that the Rogue Valley is of really 
national significance in fishing that I believe the Congress approved 
the appropriation. 

Senator Barrerr. Took the worst diversion first, is that the situ- 
ation ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes: that is by far the worst. I believe Gold Hill 
is having a screen that we consider experimental installed now. 

Senator Barrerr. Those are private installations ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes. 

Senator Barrerr. The thought occurred to me: Why not require 
them to put in these screens / 

Mr. Woopwarp. Well, you get into questions of State law and the 
application of the State law there that I am not qualified to answer. 
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Senator Barrerr. It certainly could be a requirement in any future 
licenses that might be issued; could it not ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Barrerr. There is no requirement made at the time these 
installations were made? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Those are very old dams. I don’t believe they 
even come under the Federal Power Act. 

Senator NEupercer. Is that name Gold Ray Dam or Ray Gold 
Dam?’ I’ve noticed that in the testimony of some earlier witnesses 
they said Ray Gold Dam and Gold Ray Dam. 

Mr. Woopwarp. I think it’s used both ways by everybody. It 
doesn’t seem to make any difference. 

Senator NeuperGer. It’s not a vital point; I was just curious. Do 
you have any other questions, Senator Barrett ? 

Senator Barrerr. No. 

Senator Nrusercer. In mentioning this Gold Ray Dam, you have 
stated, Mr. Woodward, that dams installed on the main stem of the 
river upstream from the e isting Gold Ray Dam could interfere seri- 
ously with fish runs. Did that dam do damage to fish runs or has it 
done damage to fish runs, or not ¢ 

Mr. Woopwarp. Yes; it did. The fish passage facilities were un 
satisfactory for some time. ‘They were remedied a few years ago with 
the assistance of the Oregon Game Department, I believe. 

Senator Neuspercer. I want to ask you what to me is a very cogent 
question. I have some of the same inquiries in my mind that Senator 
Hruska has. On page 11 you have said in your statement: 

Unfortunately, this water requirement happens to be the point of greatest con- 
flict with water development for irrigation and power uses, but it is a requirement 
on water which cannot be ignored and which must be met ahead of other water 
uses in the basin to safeguard this existing and valuable natural resource which 
is used and enjoyed by people of the basin, State, and the Nation. 

Now last year the chairman of the Interior Committee assigned me 
to go up to Canada and make a report for the committee on plans of 
the Canadians to divert a portion of the upper Columbia River into 
the Frazier River. In the course of that study, I talked to various 
biologists and so on in British Columbia. These people flatly said to 
me that it is impossible to build dams which will tap the vast power 
resources of the Frazier River without wiping out the sockeye runs on 
the Frazier which they claimed were the greatest sockeye runs any- 
where in North America, and I think they have back at Hells Gate 
where they installed those new passages which were made necessary by 
the great landslide when the railroad was put through, but this is a 
question I’d like to ask you in your own candid opinion. 

Do you think it’s possible to build river control and river dev ‘lop 
ment projects on the Rogue River without seriously impairing the 
fish runs ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Your conditioning adjectives are interesting. Se- 
riously impairing, I don’t know the measure of that, but I'd say you 
can’t build dams on the Rogue River without having adverse effect on 
the fish runs. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, Mr. Lineweaver says perhaps I. should 
change the emphasis on my question and ask it this way, so I’ll do it 
in this w ay: Can dams be built on the Rogue River for these various 
purposes such as flood control, irrigation, and power that will con- 
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tain facilities to protect the fish? He’s asked me to give my question 
a little different emphasis, so I herewith do so. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Certainly they can contain facilities to protect the 
fish, but I don’t believe that they can completely mitigate the losses 
that will be occasioned by the construction of a dam, any dam. 

Senator Nevrercer. Now, as you know, there has been power cle- 
velopment on the Columbia River at places like Bonneville and Me- 
Nary and so on which has been possible with fish ladders and so on, and 
still migratory fish runs have continued to exist with various hatcher y 
encouragement on the Columbia River. I separate such dams as 
Bonneville and McNary from the great high dam at Grand Coulee 
beyond which some fish have never passed, and they have had the 
tr: unspl: inting program in the tributaries downstream. But do you 
think it’s possible to build dams on the Rogue that would be a success 
to fish passage as say Bonneville and McNary or not, or is it a different 
type of stream or different type of dams? What is the situation ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. Well, the dams that are proposed are much higher 
than either McNary or Bonneville for one thing. Second, you have 
the problem of flooding out the spawning areas, a large segment of 
spawning areas immedi: itely above such dams as Lewis Creek. You 
can pass the fish, but then what ? 

Senator Nevpercer. At the high dam which is the more difficult 
problem, getting the adult fish upstream or the safe passage of the 
fingerlings downstream ? 

Mr. Woopwarp. The safe passage downstream is much the more 
difficult problem tod: ay. 

Senator Nevsercer, Thank you. I’m going to let Mr. Lineweaver 
pose several questions to you in comparing this with the Central Valley 
situation in California with which he is much more familiar than I 
am because of his long years of service, as you know, with the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation. You go ahead. 

Mr. Linewraver. Mr. Woodward, I’m trying to get from you, and 
perhaps not today, but to give it a little thought as to what plans 
Laie 1 be worked out by which the fish migration could be taken care 
of in some artificial way like has been done on the Sacramento or on 
the Columbia. Do you think that that is possible to meet this problem 
that you're bound to have on the Rogue? Now I understand and I 
think the members of the committee are also familiar with the problem 
that youre going to have and we recognize that. So what I’m asking 
is whether you think there is any possible w ay by artificial means or 
otherwise that vou can protect the fish at various st: ages by transporta- 
tion or hatcheries or otherwise. Of course you have to train them, I 
realize, such as on the Columbia you have to train them, and on the 
Sacramento. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Well, I think it should be shown that the studies 
that are going on at the present time at the task force under Mr. Piper 
include consideration of all possible solutions and we probably will, 
before the report is completed, come up with some type of estimate of 
the size and cost of such facilities as part of the overall study. We 
don’t have those figures at the present time. We are involved in trying 
to figure out what would be required to reasonably maintain the run. 
We don’t think that you can improve it and we doubt that you can 
hold it as it is, but to do the best you can, what would it cost. 
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Mr. LinewreaAver. Well, that’s what I think, Mr. Chairman, the com- 
mittee would like to have, both committees would like to have, is a 
considered judgment of all alternatives just as the problem has been 
met on the Columbia to the best of their ability. I don’t mean to imply 
that it has been solved, but on the Sacramento you know the problem 
they had and they have had it also below Folsom Dam. They worked 
that out there. I think you participated in that. 

Mr. Woopwarp. Right. 

Mr. Lineweaver. But it’s just a question of trying to get down to 
brass tacks and present the best problem that vou can just like we did 
on the Savage Rapids after many, many years. Senator Cordon and 
some of the others got this appropriation for Savage Rapids Dam 
and that was unheard of before, but anyhow they got it through 
and I think everybody, Senator Neuberger, Senator Morse, supported 
it, and these things can be worked out if everybody will keep their feet 
on the floor. 

Senator Neupercer. I think, Mr. Lineweaver, in fairness to Mr. 
Elsworth, you mean Mr. Elsworth got it through, isn’t that correct 
Because I don’t believe it could have been Senator Cordon except as 
. private citizen and I think it was put through in his last session. | 
think that was Mr. Elsworth. 

Mr. Linewraver. I don’t know who did it but I know it got through 
anyhow. Anyhow it was unusual that it did get through. That’s all 
I have. 

Senator Neupercer. Any other questions? Thank you very much, 
Mr. Woodward. We appreciate your very valuable contribution. Mr. 
W. H. Stewart of the Corps of Army Engineers. 


STATEMENT OF W. H. STEWART, CORPS OF ARMY ENGINEERS 


Mr. W. H. Srewarr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committees, 
ladies and gentlemen, my name is W. H. Stewart, I’m representing 
the Corps of Engineers. I’m in charge of reports and flood-control 
studies for the Portland district. 

As a representative of the Corps of Engineers, I would like to ex 
press apprec ‘lation to the Public Works and Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs Committees for this opportunity to present a brief statement 
at this public hearing. The Corps of Engineers’ present interest in 
the Rogue River Basin, in accordance with congressional authoriza- 
tion in 1936, is principally in providing flood control and multiple- 
purpose utilization of the water resources. Recent floods have empha 
sized the flood-control problem, and the last session of Congress made 
funds available for resumption of flood-control studies on the Rogue. 


AUTHORIZATION 


There is no authorized project at this time for construction of flood- 
control works in the basin. Study of the flood-control problem was 
first authorized in 1935 by Public Law 183 of the 74th Congress, which 

called for a preliminary examination of the problem. Further author- 
ization for a preliminary examination and survey was included in 
section 6 of the 1936 Flood Control Act, Public Law 738, 74th Con- 
gress. A preliminary examination in response to both authorizations 
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was made in 1936 and early 1937. That report was favorable to 
further study, and a survey report was assigned by the Chief of Engi- 
neers on July 29, 1937. 


PREVIOUS WORK ON SURVEY 


Congress made funds available for initiation of the study and a 
considerable amount of work was done on it prior to World War II. 
Several dam sites were investigated, but no conclusions were drawn 
and the study was not completed. Limited amounts of money were 
available during World War II, and work on the study was con- 
tinued intermittently through 1946. During that time, it was recog- 
nized that the Bureau of Reclamation had a strong interest in water- 
resource development in the basin and the work of the corps was co- 
ordinated with that agency. Between 1946 and 1956, funds were not 
available to the Corps of Engineers for the study, and the only work 
that the corps did in the basin was determination of the flood-control 
benefits to be derived from certain projects proposed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation. 

PRESENT SURVEY PROGRAM 


Floods that occurred in October 1950, January 1953, December 1955, 
and February 1956 have accentuated interest in flood contro] in the 
basin. It is considered that recent developments in the basin have 
changed conditions to the extent that much of the information ob- 
tained during the previous study is now obsolete. Since funds were 
made available last summer, a reconnaissance of the area has been 
made. The Corps of Engineers plans to hold a public hearing in 
Grants Pass some time in November or December. New notification 
will be sent to all concerned as soon as a new date can be set. The 
purpose of the hearing will be to ascertain the current needs, views, 
and desires of all concerned so that the survey report may fully cover 
the matter. It is recognized that a conflict exists between preservation 
of existing fishing and recreational resources and full development 
of storage for flood control, reclamation, and other water-conserva- 
tion purposes. It is our hope that a full and complete presentation 
of the needs and desires of all concerned will be made at the hearing 
in order that our studies may take into account all phases of the flood- 
control and water-resource problem. Following the hearing, when 
the needs and desires of all concerned are known, the full scope of 
the present study will be outlined, and work will be carried on as rap- 
idly as possible. When the studies have been completed, a second 
public hearing will be held to present the results of the survey and 
obtain the views of those concerned on any plan that may be devised. 


FLOOD DAMAGES, 1955 FLOOD 


Damages from recent floods on Rogue River have been much greater 
than from previous floods because of increased development within the 
flood plain. A flood-damage survey following the December 1955 
flood, the largest in recent years, revealed that the total flood damages 
in the basin caused by that flood amounted to approximately $4,050,- 
000. Agricultural properties suffered the greatest portion of this 
damage, about 34 percent, or about $1,370,000. Next in order of total 
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damage were residential property owners who suffered about 
$1,100,000 damages. About 20 percent of those property damages 
were indirect losses such as evacuation, loss of wages, and deprecia- 
tion of property values. Damages to commercial facilities amounted 
to $690,000. A very large part of this damage was to tourist facilities 
located on low, narrow benches along Rouge River. It should be 
noted that within 6 weeks after the flood many of these properties 
were being rebuilt in the same locations and in the same manner as 
those which had been destroyed. Other classes of property damage 
included industrial, $190,000; railroads and utilities, $200,000; high- 
ways and roads, $150,000; schools and other public facilities, $25 ,000 5 
flood-control structures, $35,000; drainage and irrigation works, 
$144,000; and public aid anal relief, $150,000. 


FLOOD CONTROL STORAGE REQUIREMENTS 


Preliminary estimates indicate that regulation of Rogue River to 
within bank flows at Grants Pass during the floods of 1861, 1890, and 
1955 would have required about 570,000; 450,000; and 185,000 acre- 
feet of effective storage, respectively. To be fully effective, at least 
30 percent of this storage would have to be on Rogue River or tribu- 
tarles below Dodge Bridge, to control flows entering Rogue River 
below that point. Similar control of the 1861 and 1890 floods on the 
Applegate. River at Wilderville would require 150,000 and 130,000 
acre-feet of storage at Ruch. Similar data on the 1955 flood on the 
Applegate are being obtained but are not yet available. 


COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES 


The Columbia Basin Interagency Committee has appointed a sub- 
committee to coordinate the activities of the various Federal and 
State agencies concerned with the Rogue Basin. Members of the 
subcommittee are: Arthur M. Piper, United States Geological Sur- 
vey; Robert W. Root, Oregon State Water Resources Board; W. H. 
Stewart, Corps of Engineers; Frank B. Folsom, Department of 
Agriculture. This subcommittee is officially charged with coordina- 
tion of the activities of the various agencies. In order to assist the 
subcommittee, the Portland District of the Corps of Engineers will 
confer with local offices of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, the Oregon State Water 
Resources Board, and other agencies concerned on all pertinent prob- 
lems and on projects which may be proposed for authorization. 


CONCLUSION 


The Corps of Engineers is not in a position at this time to make a 
ste teme nt as to the water resource problems of the Rogue River Basin. 
it is known that a serious flood problem exists, and that full consider- 
ation must be given to all uses of the water resource, including irri- 
gation, fish and wildlife, and recreation. Until the study of current 
conditions has progressed to its final stages, taking into account the 
needs and desires of all concerned, the Corps of Engineers will main- 
tain an open mind on all matters concerning improvements in the 
Rogue River Basin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Stewart. Senator 
Wofford, do you have any questions / 

Senator Worrorp. No questions. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Hruska ? 

Senator Hruska. Yes. Mr. Stewart, you report that the Corps of 
Engineers plans to hold public hearings. Now will those hearings 
be conducted by the Corps of Engineers as such and as a separate 
agency, or will your interagency committee or subcommittee partici- 
pate in it so we can have a well-rounded consideration of all the 
witnesses and views and so on ¢ 

Mr. Srewarr. Senator, inasmuch as the Corps has a report which 
Congress has asked for, we will conduct the hearings. However, we 
will permit full coordination. We will ask for full coordination 
from all agencies, all groups, and all individuals concerned so they 
will not be one-sided in any way. 

Senator Hruska. I can see where it would be well for dispatch and 
other purposes to have one agency perhaps in charge of the hearings, 
but the purpose of my question was to determine whether or not there 
will be an invitation to the others to come in and participate so that 
there will be a full consideration of all aspects of this problem. 

Mr. Srewarr. Yes, sir; there will be an invitation. I believe our 
mailing list has some 450 names on it including all Federal agencies, 
State agencies, organizations, and down to individuals. 

Senator Nevusercer. [ have seen a list of what the Corps of Engi- 
neers sends out, Senator Hruska, and it’s very comprehensive in its 
appeal. 

Senator Hruska. As usual, the Senator from Oregon is way ahead 
of the Senator from Nebraska in thinking of those things. 

Senator Neusercer. He’s not, but this particular occasion being in 
Oregon, I have seen it. Senator Barrett? 

Senator Barrerr. I was going to interrogate you on that same pant 
abit. It seems to me that this study ought to be integrated a good deal 
more than that and that the agencies involved ought to call a joint 
hearing rather than the Corps of Engineers calling a hearing and 
just invite these other agencies to participate. Ms: aybe they are not 
in a position to make a disclosure of their points that they are concerned 
with at this time. Why couldn’t we have a more comprehensive 
hearing here that would be called by all of the agencies rather than 
just the Corps ? 

Mr. Srewarr. Well, that is a matter which we can take up through 
Mr. Piper’s coordinating committee. However, as Senator Hruska 
said, for simplicity we feel that one agency should hold the hearing, 
have all other agencies represented. At this first hearing we will ask 
no plans; we will ask for a statement of needs, desires, and problems 
so there will be no need to disclose anything that is not yet formulated. 

Senator Barrerr. Maybe I misunderstood you then. Did you call 
the hearings for November and December this year after consultation 
with the agencies and the Department of the Interior? 

Mr. Srewarr. The coordinating committee, Mr. Piper, Mr. Folsom, 
myself, and Mr. Root, had a meeting before we set our date for the 
hearing. 

Senator Barrerr. They corroborated with you on the matter of the 
hearings? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Barrerr. I see. That makes it a little different. 

Senator Hruska. With reference to the second public hearing, you 
say when the studies have been completed a second public hearing will 
be held. Now what studies do you refer to there ¢ 

Mr. Srewart. A complete study of the flood problem worked out in 
coordination with the other agencies. The Bureau of Reclamation 
has made, as you know, quite extensive studies of storage projects. 
We feel there will be no need to duplicate those studies. ‘There are, 
however, a number of local protection projects which have not been 
studied at all, and we will want to take into consideration in our studies 
all the needs and the desires that are brought forth at the first public 
hearing so we can answer questions at the second hearing. 

Senator Hruska. Do the studies to which you refer—are they the 
studies of the Corps of Engineers as coordinated with the other 
agencies’ Does that mean, then, the final plans, the alternative final 
plans 4 

Mr. Stewart. When the Corps of Engineers 

Senator Hruska. Overall plans as distinguished from Corps of 
Engineers plans ¢ dei 

Mr. Stewart. When we hold our second public hearing, sir, if there 
have been plans developed by the Bureau of Reclamation which we 
concur with and they are able to recommend, we will include a state 
ment of those plans along with anything we are able to justify and 
recommend. It will be an overall ‘ph: in for Rogue River Basin that 
will be discussed. 

Senator Hruska. Certainly at that point the hearings should em- 
brace all of the agencies and their thinking, or otherwise we are going 
to have a piecemeal consideration of it, and we are going to have a 
lot of repetition. 

Mr. Stewart. That is entirely correct, sir, and we anticipate that 
we will be able to present all views and all plans at that public hear 
ing. There is no point, as we see it, in a piecemeal presentation. 

Senator Barrerr. Will my colleague yield tome! After you con- 
clude all of your work here on this hearing and the studies, will you 
come in with a joint report / 

Mr. Srewart. There's been no determination as to that yet, sir. 
The Department of the Interior, as Mr. Piper told you, is working 
out a coordinated study. Our interagency coordinating committee 
will continue to act to determine in what manner the presentation can 
best be made. We are not yet in a position to say how the presentation 
will be made. 

Senator Barrerr. You, of course, endeavor to come to an accord 
if you possibly can ? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Neusercer. I’m particularly interested in this because both 
Senator Morse and I urged the funds to make this study, and I dis 
cussed it at some length with General Itschner. But this is a ques 
tion I have about this study that’s going to be undertaken. Let's s: ay 
that the Fish and Wildlife Service should dissent or not agree with 
the proposal of the Engineers for flood control. How would that be 
expressed in the study Would it be part of the report? Would it 
be in the record of the hearings, or just where would it be contained 7 
You see what I mean ! 
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Mr. Srewarr. Yes, I understand your question. Regardless of 
what our conclusions may be, Mr. Chairman, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service will write a report which will be included as a part of our 
report so that their views will be expressed in the same paper with 
ours. They will not be a mere summarization, but their complete views 
will be expressed as a part of our report. 

Senator Neupercer. So it would then be a part of what the Con- 
gress would receive from the Corps of Engineers as a result of these 
hearings you are going to hold? 

Mr. Stewart. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Neruspercer. Thank you very much. Are there some 
questions ? 

Mr. Conurn. What provisions have you made for participation in 
these hearings by local people, people whose lives and property have 
either been affected adversely or might be affected ? 

Mr. Stewart. We have a rather extensive list of people interested 
locally here in the basin. There is a Rogue River Flood Control and 
Water Resources Association; we have addresses of all of their mem- 
bers and their membership encompasses the entire flood damage area. 

Mr. Cosurn. Will they be asked to testify ? 

Mr. Stewart. They have been notified and asked to testify if they 
have material they wish to bring before us. 

Mr. Cosurn. That’s all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Neurercer. Colonel Sneed? Mr. Lineweaver? 

Mr. Lineweraver. Mr. Stewart, I just wanted to impress, as I 
gathered the feeling of the committee, both committees, is that next 
year or early in the next session of Congress they are going to have 
legislation before them for one or the other and perhaps “both commit- 
tees on the Rogue River. Is the corps’ plan, division engineer’s plan 
such that they will have this report available ? 

Mr. Srewart. That will depend to a large extent, sir, on how well 
we can coordinate our activities. We will get our report out as 
quickly as possible. It may be that our report will be hinged or co- 
ordinated with the joint report, the Interior report. I’m not sure, 





sir. 
Mr. Lineweaver. I just want to make this observation, Mr. Chair- 
man, that the Rogue River has been studied and restudied for at least : 


20 years to my knowledge and it seems to me that there is a time that 
the committees are going to be hopping on somebody to have a co- 
ordinated report of it, up-to-date report, and I just wanted to suggest 
that the agencies should be put on notice that the committees are going 
to require that. Now I’m sure Senator Murray and Senator Chavez 
both are going to join in that request. 

Senator Hruska. I should like to associate myself with that 
thought. However, I would like to say this: As was pointed out in : 
the statement by Mr. Stewart, much of the data which have been 4 
gathered heretofore has been rendered pretty obsolete by reason of 
the 1955 flood and will require complete recomputation of many as- 
pects of it. So to that extent I can see some reason for additional 
time, but I’d like to say that after the thing has been studied and 
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restudied for some 40 years, the time is going to come when we are 3 
going to fish or cut bait, as we say. . 
Mr. Srewart. I think the Portland division is thoroughly in 


agreement with the committee on that, sir. 
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Senator Neusercer. I’m impressed with that too, because I think 
eventually we are going to have to decide whether the Rogue River 
can be controlled and then whether it should be controlled in view 
of the conflicting interests so there can be some final decision 
rendered for the people here one way or the other. 

If there are no other questions, That’ s all. Mr. Stewart. Thank 
you very much. We appreciate your coming here today. The next 
witness will be Mr. Victor Boehl of the Grants Pass Irrigation 
District. 


STATEMENT OF VICTOR BOEHL, GRANTS PASS IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT 


Mr. Bornu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
not going to read from the prepared statement. I’m going to more 
or less fill in what was not written there. 

My name is Victor Boehl and I have operated an irrigated farm 
in Grants Pass for the last 24 years. As president of the Rogue 
Valley Irrigation Association, I represent the organized irrigation 
districts in the area as well as the organized irrigation committees 
in proposed new development areas and many other organizations 
including farm bureaus and granges, such organizations through 
the area 

In the interest of saving time for the committees, we have not 
brought in statements from the various organizations but have 
combined it all in this one statement of the irrigation organization. 

We have taken an active interest in promoting the development 
of the resources, the orderly development of resources of the basin 
since about 1945, and we were instrumental in securing a hearing 
at which Dr. Barrows presided here in 1948 and after he made 
his findings and recommended that plan A be adopted as the most 
reasonable plan for the development of the basin, we used every 
means at our command to try to bring about the acceptance of that 
plan. But because of the objection to the supposed damage that 
it would do to the fish runs, we found it was impossible to get 
the approval of the Interior Department, on plan A, and eventu 
ally we compromised by proposing the amended plan which would 
provide for the development of the noncontroversial phases of the 
basin project. 

Among those was the Talent project, which was eventually ap- 
proved by Congress and is now under construction, and, of course, 
the Illinois Valley unit on which the report has been made. 

We realize that any development in the basin is going to have 
to take into consideration all the different phases, irrigation, flood 
control and the recreational features. The disastrous floods of last 
winter emphasized and brought to our attention emphatically again 
the need for flood control on the main stem of the Rogue, or UII 
say for the main stem of the Rogue because that is where the 
damage occurred. The developments here on Bear Creek and the 
Talent division will afford a considerable amount of flood control 
for Bear Creek and the Medford area, but as far as the main stem 
of the Rogue is concerned, it’s practically nil. So it will have to 
come from the—the protection will have to come from the tribu- 
turies or the development on the main stream. 
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The other divisions of the project that are under study here in the 
basin, of course, are in the same position that practically every recla- 
mation project now being considered is, and that is that the land itself 
cannot pay the entire bill for construction and must be assisted from 
some other sources. 

So it is our opinion that any development on the river should take 
into consideration that fact, that nothing should be done that will 
interfere with the ultimate full development of the resources of the 
basin or that will increase the cost to such an extent that we’ll say all 
of the power revenue would be required to pay for the flood control 
facilities and leave nothing to assist in the development of the basin 
itself. 

There are approximately 70,000 acres of good ground in this basin 
in the central part of the basin that lies practically, or does lie all in 
Jackson and Josephine Counties. It’s good ground and has no water 
for irrigation at all at the present time. Another 40,000 acres that 
still need supplemental supply after the development of the Talent 
unit. It is only taking care of approximately 5,000 acres of new land 
and 23,000 acres that lie here in the Bear Creek grange for supple- 
mental water. It gives you an idea of the percentage of the construc- 
tion cost that the average unit is going to be able to pay for. 

The Illinois Valley division of the Rogue Basin contemplates a 
$14 million project—I’m using just round figures—of which the irri- 
gation, or the land itself could pay approximately $6 million. It 
shows a good cost versus benefit ratio, very favorable, over the long 
period, but the payoff period if the land were going to have to pay 
for all of it would be over a hundred years, which is not feasible at 
this time. 

So on behalf of the irrigation interests, it is our position that the 
development should give full consideration to that assistance which 
is going to be needed to develop the reclamation potential in the basin 
and that nothing be done that is going to interfere, as I say, with the 
ultimate development of those resources. 

Senator Neunsercer. Thank you, Mr. Boehl. Senator Wofford / 
Senator Hruska ¢ 

Senator Hruska. Do I understand you are not taking a position 
with reference to flood control ? 

Mr. Born. We definitely are taking a position with reference to 
fiood control, that in order to protect the values and we feel that 
human life and property values should come first in consideration of 
this development, that if this basin is going to continue to develop 
and grow that there is going to have to be control of the floods on the 
Rogue River. 

Senator Hruska. How many members has your Rogue Valley Irri- 
gation Association ? 

Mr. Bornu. I do not have it up to date. I think that at the time of 
the hearing in 1948 there were about 45 different organizations that 
participated either with a statement or actively took part in the hear- 
ing. At the present time they have the eight organized irrigation 
districts and there is only one organized irrigation committee at the 
present time that I know of. The others have no organization and we 
are speaking for them just generally. 

Senator Hruska. Could you prepare a list and submit it to the 
committee at a later time giving the membership of your organization ? 
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Mr. Boru. Yes, we'd probably be a month before I could get that 
information, and it could be submitted. 

Senator Hruska. Very well, can you do that then and arrange to 
send it in to the committee ? 

Mr. Born, Yes. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you. 

Senator Neuspercer. Senator Barrett? 

Senator Barrett. Mr. Boehl, there is one question I wanted to ask 
you. As I understand you the Illinois Valley unit cost approximately 
$14 million and the portion that the farmers will be able to pay is about 
$6 million of that $14 million. 

Mr. Born. That’s correct. 

Senator Barrerr. Now if the farmers are required to pay the entire 
cost except that portion which is nonreimbursable because of flood con- 
trol features, if there are any, it would require a hundred year payoff ¢ 

Mr. Borut. Something over a hundred years. I have forgotten the 
exact figure. 

Mr. Lineweaver. Unless you got aid from power. 

Mr. Bornt. Unless we got aid from power generation. 

Senator Barrerr. Aid from power generation elsewhere than on 
the Illinois unit? 

Mr. Bornt. I believe that this is still considered as a basin project 
and that assistance, there is no generation of power built into the 
Illinois unit. 

Senator Barrerr. Now second question I have: Assuming that the 
recommendation would be for development of projects on the tributar- 
ies of the main stream, then as I understand it there would be no power 
developed on those projects also, so where would the income from 
power come from to take care of these irrigating projects that you're 
speaking of ? 

Mr. Borut. I think that comes back to the statement which I made 
that any development that would increase the cost of developing the 
resources of the basin to the point where we could not have ultimate 
full development would not be acceptable to the people of the basin. 
In other words, if there is no power generation planned in the tributary 
flood control development, it would make no contribution to reclama- 
tion in the basin. 

Senator Barretr. In other words, do I understand you to say that 
if the payout is approximatey a hundred years or more in the other 
projects that have been proposed on the tributaries that then your 
group would feel that that would be infeasible and oars 

Mr. Bornt. We would not consider it—well, perhaps I did not un- 
derstand your question. You mean that if the projects were set up in 
such a way that it had a hundred year payout, I think that would still 
be acceptable if that were possible. 

Senator Barrerr. In other words, if the Congress would agree to a 
hundred year payout, the people here would be satisfied with the 
project, is that right? 

Mr. Born. That isa br idge that we have not come to yet and would 
have to be considered. It’sa thing that has not been given to the people 
in the areas affected. 

Senator Barrerr. As I understand the situation here this morning, 
the proposals on the tributaries will necessarily call for a long-term 
payout because of the fact that there will be no power features involved, 
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and then we are down to the proposition where if that presents an im- 
possible situation for authorization purposes it would mean that there 
would be no development at all if you’re going to proceed without any 
ald from power. 

Mr. Bornu. That is correct, that they could never be developed. 

Senator Barrerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator Nevsercer. Mr. Boehl, do I take it from your testimony 
that you feel the overall plan is now to some extent abandoned, or not ¢ 
What is your feeling about that? 

Mr. Bornt. The overall plan, the irrigation association withdrew 
their support to the so-called plan A in 1951 in favor of the develop- 
ment of the noncontroversial units of the basin. 

Senator Neusercer. But each of the units would, the noncontro- 
versial units would still conform to the specifications for that unit 
within the overall plan; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Bort. Within the overall plan, that is correct, and we are 
hoping that when the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion have made their reevaluation of the situation here on the river 
that they are going to be able to come forward with some recom- 
mendations which will provide a basis for a compromise that will make 
possible the general acceptance by the diverse interests in the basin. 
That is what we are waiting for and it’s our intention to try to 
work with all groups to come to some agreement that is acceptable to, 
or generally acceptable to, everyone. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. Do any of the staff 
members have any questions ? 

Mr. Linewraver. He’s brought out the point I wanted made, the 
multiple- purpose phases of the Rogue River development are still in 
the picture. 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Boehl. 

(Mr. Boehl’s statement in full follows :) 


STATEMENT OF VIcToR BoEHL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Victor Boehl. I 
live at Grants Pass, Oreg., and have operated an irrigated farm there since 
1932. As president of the Rogue Valley Irrigation Association, I represent the 
eight organized irrigation districts in the basin as well as the irrigation com- 
mittees in proposed new irrigated areas and many other individuals and organi- 
zations interested in flood control and other factors involving the overall 
development of our water resources. 

Preliminary project studies were initiated in the Rogue River Valley in 1938 
after financial contributions by the Medford and Rogue River Valley irrigation dis- 
tricts, and in the following year the Oregon State Legislature, at the request 
of the residents of the valley, appropriated funds to supplement contributions 
by Jackson and Josephine Counties and requested a study of irrigation and 
multiple-purpose developments in the Rogue Basin. The Bureau of Reclamation 
then proceeded with the investigation of potential development and on March 5, 
1948, a report was issued entitled “Alternative Plans for the Development of the 
Water Resources of the Rogue River Basin, Oreg.” In June 1948 a hearing was 
held at Medford, Oreg., at which time testimony was recorded as to the views 
of the various individuals and organizations interested in the development 
plan. In the fall of 1948, as a result of the hearings held in June, the Bureau of 
Reclamation announced that the digest of testimony indicated an overwhelming 
majority oa the farmers, irrigationists, and business organizations to be in favor 
of plan A as described in the report entitled “Alternative Plans for the Develop- 
ment of tae Water Resources of the Rogue River Basin, Oreg.” Opposing plan 
A were the State game commission, the Izaac Walton League of America, and 
the Oregon chapter of the league, together with all of the active local chapters 
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of the league in the region. Sportsmen’s organizations throughout the Nation 
have made their opposition known to the Fish and Wildlife Service and to the 
Secretary of the Interior. shes 

An organization representing individuals and organizations favorable to plan 
A in the Rogue River Valley was organized under the name of the Rogue Valley 
Irrigation Association. This association then made every effort within its 
power to enlist support of the Oregon congressional delegation, the Governor, 
and all agencies affected in the Department of the Interior to the end that plan 
A would be approved by the Secretary of the Interior. 

In recognition of the fact that the sportsmen organizations and other recrea- 
tional groups in the Rogue River Valley, the Nation, and the immediate area 
vigorously opposed the approval of plan A, the Rogue Valley I[rrigation Associa 
tion in January 1951 asked the Secretary of the Interior to consider the approval 
of the noncontroversial units of the overall plan A. This move was opposed by 
the sportsmen and recreational organizations for the reason that it was con 
sidered to be an opening wedge for the final approval of the overall plan Be 
cause of these conditions, it was impossible to obtain the support of the sports 
men’s and recreational organizations. 

Because of the critical water situation facing the Rogue River Valley, the 
need for the immediate rehabilitation of the existing districts, the increase in 
water users due to subdividing larger irrigated areas, together with abnormal 
influx of population in the Rogue River Basin, the Rogue Valley Irrigation Asso 
ciation passed a resolution on September 5, 1951, withdrawing its support of 
plan A or any plan having to do with the construction of high dams on the 
main channel of the Rogue River unless such dams were reasonably acceptable 
to the Oregon State Game Commission and the interested sportsmen and recre 
ational organizations. It had now become evident that the several units to be 
developed within the basin must be considered as individual projects and each 
must meet the requirement of feasibility as such. It was also essential that 
each unit conform to the overall plan so its construction would in no way inter 
fere with the ultimate full development of the resources of the Rogue Basin. The 
association therefore offered in lieu of plan A that the following units be given 
prior consideration: The construction of a 55,000 acre-feet reservoir at Howard 
Prairie and construction of a tunnel and canal from Howard Prairie to the pres- 
ent Emigrant Reservoir; the enlargement of the Emigrant Reservoir from its 
present capacity of 8,000 acre-feet to 46,000 acre-feet to provide a net increase of 
38,000 acre-feet of water to be distributed in the Bear Creek drainage as supple- 
mental water to the Medford, Talent, and Rogue River Irrigation Districts, 
the balance to be used in the irrigation of new land at the higher elevations in 
the Bear Creek drainage (because of the increase in water input at higher 
elevations, water tables in the lower elevation would be increased to provide 
for an additional amount of sump pumping to provide low-cost irrigation to the 
lands not covered through present and proposed irrigation canals). This 
project, known as the Talent division of the Rogue River Basin project, Oregon, 
was authorized by the 83d Congress, with an initial appropriation of $2,430,000 
by the 84th Congress. Construction on this project is now underway. 

As a result of extraordinary flood conditions occurring during the past winter, 
the Secretary of the Interior, on March 21, 1956, ordered a restudy and reevalua- 
tion of all of the existing information, including flood control, which had been 
accumulated by the various agencies under the Department of the Interior. It is 
our understanding that this material will be available prior to January 1, 1957. 

In the meantime, a survey is currently being conducted by the Army engineers 
under authority of the Flood Control Act of 1936. Hearings in connection wit! 
this survey are to be held at Grants Pass on October 25. 

Inasmuch as the ultimate development of water for irrigation, industrial use. 
and flood control will depend to a large extent upon revenues created through 
power development, with the subsequent effect upon the now present recreational] 
values of the Rogue River, it is the objective of the association which I represent 
to aid in bringing about a satisfactory understanding and agreement of all of the 
interested individuals and organizations at the loca] level on the type of project 
best suited to solving the many problems involved. Our organization is awaiting 
the result of the restudy now being conducted by the Department of the Interior 
as well as the evaluation and proposals of the Army engineers, from which we 
hope that sufficient information will be available to enable all interested persons 
and organizations to properly evaluate and support an adequate solution to the 
problem. 
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Senator Nevpercer. Mr. Lewis Stanley, the State engineer of the 
State of Oregon. Is Mr. Stanley here today? If Mr. ‘Stanley isn’t 
here we will go right on with the list and perhaps he will be here later 
on. The next witness will be Mr. William Berg, Jr., who is adminis- 
trative assistant to Wayne Morse, senior Senator from the State of 
Oregon. Mr. Berg. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BERG, JR., FOR SENATOR WAYNE MORSE 


Mr. WituiaAm Bere, Jr. Mr. Chairman, members of the committees, 
my name is William Berg, Jr. I’m the administrative assistant to 
Senator Morse. The Senator has asked me to express his appreciation 
for the committees’ having given permission to submit his statement 
through his administrative assistant. The statement is as follows: 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to welcome the Committees 
on Interior and Public Works to Oregon and express my appreciation for this 
hearing on the vital problem of flood control and multipurpose development on 
the Rogue River. 

This statement is being submitted by my administrative assistant, Mr. William 
Berg, Jr. It is brief so as to make available maximum time for local residents 
to express their views. 

It is unfortunate that all too frequently flood problems are forgotten even after 
disastrous floods such as those visited upon the people of the Rogue River Valley 
last winter. It is reassuring to me, and I am sure to the people of Oregon, that 
these two committees of the Senate have not allowed the Rogue River flood prob- 
lems to be forgotten. 

The damage and suffering of last winter must be prevented from happening 
again. As the committees know, I was active in persuading Secretary of Interior 
Chapman to proceed with the preparation of plans for the Talent multipurpose 
project which provides some flood control. That project was authorized in 1954, 
and the first construction funds were authorized this year. 

The road ahead is unclear. In 1953 and 1954 Army engineers’ flood-control 
survey funds were grossly inadequate for Oregon, as well as the rest of the Na- 
tion. In 1955, Congress boosted flood-control survey funds by over $1 million. At 
that time, Senator Neuberger and I urged the executive agencies to allocate funds 
from that increase to surveys in Oregon, including the authorized Rogue River 
survey. Unfortunately that was not done. 

Even after last year’s flood, the budget did not include survey funds for the 
Rogue. After repeated requests to make an allocation for that purpose this year, 
the engineers did so. This is only part of the job. 

The authorized survey is only supplementary to the Bureau of Reclamation 
Rogue River plan A. However, announcements of the Department of Interior in- 
dicate that plan A was shelved since 1954, and apparently nothing has been sched- 
uled to take its place. 

Last spring Senator Neuberger and I requested that joint hearings be held by 
these two committees to explore with the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation their plans, if any, for flood control and multipurpose development 
on the Rogue so as to minimize floods, develop maximum power and irrigation, 
and preserve fish and wildlife resources. It has been my fear that such plans 
would fall between the stools of the two agencies if neither took the initiative and 
each waited for the other to proceed. The Bureau and the corps, I urge, should 
be called upon to develop plans to achieve control and development of the Rogue 
River—preferably together so as to avoid both lack of planning and duplication. 

We have learned by bitter experience that it is pennywise and pound foolish to 
pursue a plan of false economy by delaying flood-control surveys and construc- 
tion. The minor savings are washed away in repeated floods from which the 
people of this area have already suffered great losses and hardship. 

The committees are performing a great service in gathering testimony in this 
locality in preparation for hearings with the Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps 
of Engineers to spur them into action that has been too long delayed. 


Thank you, 
Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. Berg. Senator Wofford? 
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Senator Worrorp. No. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Senator Hruska ? 

Senator Hruska. I'd just like to make this observation : In the state 
ment, Mr. Berg, it’s said that plan A was shelved since 1954, and appar 
ently nothing has been scheduled to take its place. I don’t know that 
that is exac tly the fact because early this spring the Department of In- 
terior issued a directive to several, its several agencies to make a study 
and come in promptly with a report, and as soon as that is done, of 
course, action will be taken on it, so I don’t know that that is precisely 
an exact relation to what the fact is. Would you say so? 

Mr. Bera. What we are indicating, Senator, is that plan A as such 
was announced as having been shelved early in 1954. Now, of course, 
there are supplemental studies proposed, as I understand, but plan A 

itself is apparently out the window. I believe Mr. Lineweaver of the 
staff is quite familiar with plan A and could probably give the commit- 
tee members additional information on that score. 

Senator Hruska. Well, as a matter of fact the plan A was submitted 
to Secretary (¢ ‘hapman way back in October 1950. He refused to 
approve or consider it until other bureaus of the Department could 
complete their investigations and report; isn’t that correct / 

Mr. Bera. That’s right, and we are simply saying that the Depart 
ment announced in 1954 that this plan is apparently dead. 

Senator Hruska. Well, but it wasn’t shelved in 1954; it was shelved 
in 1950, 

Mr. Bera. So far as this administration is concerned it has been 
unnounced as shelved in 1954. 

Senator Hruska. No; I don't think so. I think that this admin 
istration, after all, simply released the report for the first time 
this year. 

Mr. Bere. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. It released the report for the first time this year. 
It was not released ever since 1950 when it was made, but for the 
first time it was released on request in this calendar year and at that 
time it was released on condition that it would be understood that the 
proposed developments by the Bureau of Reclamation are no longer 
under consideration by the Department of Interior. 

Mr. Bere. Yes. Plan A was released this year with the announce 
ment that the Department had an adverse view on that plan. 

Senator Hruska. However, in 1950, the Department then, under its 
then administration, also had an adverse view to that plan. 

Mr. Bere. Is that correct, Mr. Lineweaver? I’m not familiar with 
what happened then. 

Mr. Linrweaver. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that the situation back 
in 1950 was this: That because the people couldn’t get together with 
the Fish and Wildlife people, Secretary Chapman withheld distribu 
tion of plan A with or without the approval of the Department. Sen 
ator Hruska is correct on that and the whole trouble has been, Senator 
Hruska, is that the inability of the Fish and Wildlife people and the 
Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers to get together on a plan 
that w : acceptable to the local people, and I think all of them have 
really been ducking a decision and failing to come to grips with 
the answer. 

Senator Barrerr. I think the record will show very conclusively, 
Mr. Chairman, that Mr. McKay, when he was Secretary of the In- 
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terior, held up plan A because it was a unilateral report by the Bureau. 

Mr. Lineweaver. That’s right. 

Senator Barrerr. And he called for a coordinated report by all of 
the agencies of the Department. That is precisely the situation as I 
understand everybody wants done now, at this time. 

I’d like to ask Mr. Berg a question here about this report. As I 
read Senator Morse’s statement here, he favors the development of 
maximum power on the Rogue River. Does that mean that he favors 
the construction of the dam at Lewis Creek ? 

Mr. Bere. That would be decided pending the outcome of the studies, 
Senator, to be made by the corps and the Bureau. He favors maximum 
power development, of course, but he also wants these studies to re- 
solve the additional problems which are very multitudinous in this 
case. 

Senator Barrerr. Were you here this morning and you heard the 
testimony that if the project on the tributaries were constructed that 
there would be no power and if you want to develop power on the 
Rogue River you’d have to construct the dams at Lewis C reek and 
Trail Creek, and so on. So I take it from Senator Morse’s statement 
that that is what he favors because he’s talking here about the develop- 
ment of maximum power. 

Mr. Bere. That’s right, in general, maximum power. 

Senator Barrerr. That’s right, now—— 

Mr. Bere (interposing). Based upon studies which show the most 
feasible development of the Rogue River. 

Senator Barrerr. Yes; I understand. Everybody admits that if 
you're going to develop the maximum amount of power on the Rogue 
River you'll have to construct the Lewis Creek and the Trail Creek 
Dams. 

Mr. Bere. I’m not sure that that has been determined as yet on the 
basis of the studies which have not been forthcoming. 

Senator Barrerr. I have read these reports that have been sub- 
mitted now for a good many years, and it seems to me quite clear that 
this is a conclusion that is inese apable, so I take it the Senator has 
already made the same study and he therefore favors the construction 
of Lewis Creek and Trail Creek Dams. 

Mr. Bere. Yes. I’m sure the Senator would be guided, of course, 
by the determinations of the agencies who, after all, are the experts 
in this field. If they come forth with such a proposal, I’m sure that 
he would be guided by their findings as experts. 

Senator Barrerr. If the Army engineers and the Bureau of Recla- 
mation recommend the construction of the Lewis Creek and Trail Creek 
Dams then, on the Rogue River, you’re certain that Senator Morse 
would agree with that ? 

Mr. Bere. No; I can’t say I’m certain. I’m speaking for myself, 
Senator. He’d want to study what their conclusions are. 

Senator Barrerr. I don’t mean to put words in your mouth; I’m 
just trying to find out. 

Senator Hruska. Returning to the statement that apparently noth- 
ing has been scheduled to take the place of that plan A, I should like 
to place in the record at this time a release issued by Secretary McKay 
early this year in which there was this memorandum directed to vari- 
ous agencies in the Department of Interior to proceed and to do 
what they are now engaged in doing, and I think it would be in keeping 
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with the statement of Senator Morse which says apparently nothing 
has been scheduled. In fact there has been scheduled an effort to 
bring all these divergent views together, make further studies, and 
make progress in this matter. 

(The document referred to follows the testimony of the witness.) 

Mr. Bere. Yes; and it’s the Senator’s wish the studies can go for- 
ward at the earliest possible moment so the damage that wconeel 
last year on the Rogue River will not be repeated. 

Senator Hruska. In fact, they are in progress now, and I noted 
with interest that the Fish and Wildlife Service filed its report in 
April 1956, the report which was authorized way back there when 
Secretary Chapman initially rejected that plan A because other de- 
partments had not been consulted sufficiently to make it a well- 
balanced plan. 

Senator Neupercer. I think in fairness to Senator Morse, not put- 
ting words in his mouth, the sentence that Mr. Berg read should just be 
repeated again. I’m quoting now: 

Last spring Senator Neuberger and I requested that joint hearings be held by 
these two committees to explore with the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation their plans, if any, for flood control and multipurpose development 
on the Rogue so as to minimize floods, develop maximum power and irrigation 
and preserve fish and wildlife resources. 

I’d like to call attention to the concluding part of the sentence, “and 
preserve fish and wildlife resources,” so Senator Morse has included in 
this statement the reservation which many other people have that such 
developments as he favors or will favor, are certainly going to include 
that particular matter. I just think in fairness to him that that 
sentence should be read and repeated again for the record. 

Are there any other questions of Mr. Berg? Any of the staff mem- 
bers? Thank you very much, Mr. Berg. Weappreciate your coming 
here today and giving us the benefit of Senator Morse’s views and your 
own views. 

(The document referred to by Senator Hruska is as follows) : 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


INFORMATION SERVICE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


[For release March 25, 1956] 


IMMEDIATE REVIEW OF ROGUE RIVER BASIN DEVELOPMENT PLANS ORDERED BY 
SECRETARY McKay 


An immediate review and reanalysis of all available studies and data on the 
Rogue River Basin in Oregon in the light of recent serious floods in that area was 
ordered today by Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay. 

In a memorandum to agencies within the Department, Secretary McKay di- 
rected that “the object of the present coordinated review will be to reach agree- 
ment on a plan of development which will properly take into account the diver 
gent interests of the Interior bureaus, make possible the development of addi- 
tional flood protection desired by local interests, and otherwise be acceptable to 
ocal interests and sportsmen’s groups.” 

Seeretary McKay particularly directed the Bureau of Reclamation to give 
special consideration to methods of flood control for the main stem of the Rogue 
River other than Lewis Creek Dam in order to fully appraise alternatives which 
would minimize damage to the fishery resource. 

He also directed the Fish and Wildlife Service to evaluate the fishery losses 
that would result from « onstruction of Lewis Creek or other dams and to prepare 
and appreise plans of remedial measures which would minimize or offset losses 
from all plans of development. 
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Lewis Creek Dam has been proposed as a water-control structure on the main 
stem of the Rogue River. The dam and reservoir would have flood control as 
one of its principal purposes. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Park 
Service are instructed to develop jointly a report on a plan which includes an 
analysis of each water-control proposal. The Director of the Technical Review 
Staff, which is the Secretary’s coordinating agency, is to submit the joint plan 
to the Secretary by May 15 with his recommendations on any phases remaining 
in controversy. 

At the same time, Secretary McKay directed a letter to George Roderick, 
Assistant Secretary of the Army and also chairman of the Interagency Com- 
mittee on Water Resources, urging that the Columbia Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee be requested to take appropriate action for interagency coordination in 
the Rogue River Basin. 

The Rogue River was one of several rivers in the western coastal areas to flood 
in December. The flood caused nearly a million dollars damage in one county 
alone. 

Senator Nevpercer. The next witness will be Mr. William L. Jess, 
Rogue River Basin Flood Control and Water Resources Association. 
I understand, Mr. Jess, you’re going to introduce some representatives 
of your organization. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM L. JESS, CHAIRMAN, ROGUE RIVER BASIN 
FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Jess. Yes; that is correct, sir. I believe they are listed on your 
agenda. 

Senator Neusercer. Just for your information, we are going to 
try to go to about 12:30. Then we will recess for approximately 1 
hour for lunch. If I do interrupt you, you do understand the reason. 

Mr. Jess. Thank you very much. My name is William L. Jess and 
I’m chairman of the Rogue Basin Flood Control and Water Resources 
Association. Asa preamble to my testimony, I should like to take this 
opportunity to thank you gentlemen for the opportunity we have here 
today to present our needs and our hopes. 

The Rogue Basin Flood Control and Water Resources Association 
is a nonprofit corporation established under the laws of the State 
of Oregon (exhibit A, copy of articles of incorporation). 

The association was formed following the flood of December 21-22, 
1955, by some 60 organizations of the Rogue Basin. These founding 
organizations varied in type of organization from the county courts of 
Josephine and Jackson C ounties to sportsmen’s groups, from the 4 
soil conservation districts in the 2 counties to labor-union locals, and 
from service clubs to irrigation districts (exhibit B, list of founding 
org: nizations). 

These founding organizations, diversified as to type as well as geo- 
graphical location in the Rogue Basin, united in their recognition of 
the urgent need of flood control for the protection of the economy 
as well as recreational and other esthetic values of the area. The 
founding organizations acting in this common recognition of need 
individually executed resolutions addressed to interested Government 
agencies requesting assistance in the solution of the basin’s flood prob- 


lem (exhibit C, flood-control resolutions). 

There have been 24 floods of record in the last 50 years. That is, 24 
times the Rogue River has exceeded 25,000 cubic feet per second, which 
is the recognized damage stage, at Gold Ray Dam. Of those 24 floods 
only 5 have exceeded 50,000 cubic feet per second. Of those 5 ex- 
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tremely damaging floods, 3 were experienced in the less than 3-year 
per iod, Janu: ry 18, 1953, to December 22, 1955. 

When viewed historically, the possibility occurs that the area is 
faced with an increasing flood problem, possibly due to decreasing 
vegetation cover in the watershed. 

From a damage standpoint, floods present without question an in 
creasing problem. Increasing population of the area and increasing 
property values result in ever greater danger to life and ever greater 
dollar damage to property with each ensuing flood of a given 
magnitude. 

In recent years, a serious erosion problem has developed. Floods 
have removed long stretches of natural riverbank cover leaving ex 
posed good bottom land which now melts away even with normal 
winter and spring flows. Unless high-volume discharges are con- 
trolled and streambank stabilization effected, some of the best land i 
the basin will suffer greater and greater losses. 


FLOOD OF DECEMBER 21-22, 1955 


That there was no loss of life in the flood of last December was 
miraculous. When in flood the river rises very rapidly making timely 
flood warning extremely difficult. 

Property damage was severe. The Corps of Army Engineers estab- 
lished the dollar loss at about $4 million. Such a loss in one flood is 
indeed a tax on the economy of the basin. 

A pictoris il exhibit of the flood and its damage is attached as ex- 
hibit D, the Times, Rogue River, Oreg. 


REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE 


It is requested that a study of the flood problem be completed lead 
ing to a plan of solution. Such a study should consider all possible 
means of solving the flood problem— tributary as well as main stem 
storage, general watershed improvement as well as storage under the 
small-watershed program. 

In the presentation of the flood-control plan, it is hoped that all costs 
and benefits will be evaluated, recreational and esthetic values as well 
as dollar value. 

It is the hope of this association that a program for control 
flooding in the basin will be evolved. 

(The documents referred to by the witness, as exhibits A, B, and C, 
appear with the supplemental statements. ) 

Senator NeuperGer. Thank you very much, Mr. Jess. Do you have 
some questions, Senator Wofford? Senator Hruska / 

Senator Hruska. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Senator Barrett / 

Senator Barrer. I have no questions, I just want to commend the 
witness for a very splendid statement. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Jess, I was very much interested in your 
statement. Now quite obviously your group places the maximum 
emphasis on controlling these ‘disastrous floods which have been 
occurring. 

Mr. Jess. That’s right. 

Senator Neupercer. Occurring on the Rogue River, and which are 
so poignantly depicted by the pictures you have presented. Do you 
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believe from your own experience and your own observations here 
that the fish migration and these flood-control needs can be reconciled ? 

Mr. Jess. I honestly don’t know, Senator. It seems to me that this 
is a decision that has to be made by technical men in the field. Look- 
ing at other watersheds it would appear that they can be reconciled. 

Senator Neusercer. How do your people feel, let me ask you that. 
You have people along the Rogue River who have been threatened by 
these floods. That is obviously true; the pictures show that. At the 
same time you have people along the Rogue River who are heavily 
dependent on the tourist industry. 

Mr. Jess. Right. 

Senator Neusercer. Many of whom come for the scenery, the wild- 
life and the fishing. This includes motels, hotels, restaurants, eating 
places, sporting goods stores, and soon. What do those people say to 
you and to your organization? What is their opinion about these con- 
flicting issues and problems? 

Mr. Jess. Now there are some people who are involved in the tourist 
business, who are in the tourist business who have advised our group 
that they think that fishing could be improved and as a result their 
business would be improved. And they cite loss of fishermen to the 
Sacramento River and the Shasta Dam. Now whether their opinion 
is any better than mine or any other layman, I don’t know. It seems 
to me it isa question to be decided in the end by technicians in the field. 

Senator Neunercer. Would your group be guided by what eventu- 
ally is reported by these Government agencies, these Federal Govern- 
ment agencies, if they can reach some agreement ? 

Mr. Jess. We would, sir. Let me put it this way: We are not for 
flood control at any cost, and on the other hand we don’t take the 
position that flood control should be sacrificed for the sake of a small 
segment of the fishing industry. 

Senator Neusercer. I presume you don’t know what your group 
would do if the Army engineers, let us say, recommended certain 
flood-control works but the Fish and Wildlife Service dissented as to 
the impact of those works on fish and on anadromous fish. 

Mr. Jess. Perhaps, sir, what we would do is attempt to get another 
evaluation of Fish and Wildlife’s position by some other group or 
groups of qualified experts. 

Senator Neusercer. But you do know that this problem on the 
Rogue has been repeatedly studied for many years, don’t you know 
that? 

Mr. Jess. It has indeed. 

Senator Neusercer. There are innumerable reports of all kinds. 

Mr. Jess. Right. 

Senator Neupercrer. From the engineers, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, the various wildlife agencies, and so on. 

Mr. Jess. It seems to me there has to be an evaluation. The Fish 
and Wildlife people say any structure—this is just about what they 
say—is harmful. Well, I think it should be evaluated, just what are 
the losses as nearly as they can be determined and weigh that loss, 
both the loss and esthetic value against the loss to property and the 
danger to life. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Jess, we certainly appreciate your coming. 
Now, as I take it, you are going to present othee members of your 
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organization; is that correct? Or do you want me to call them indi- 
vidually ? 

Mr. Jess. That will be fine. 

Senator Nreupercer. Then if it’s agreeable with the committee and 
the witness, we will now recess until 1: 30. 

Senator Barrerr. I wonder if the other witnesses want to second the 
statement you have made? 

Mr. Jess. There are expressions by organizations which are mem- 
bers of our group, the Josephine County Court, Josephine. County 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Senator Barrerr. Do they all concur in the statement you have 
made? 

Mr. Jxss. I believe so, but they have not all read my statement. 
The directors have concurred. 

Senator Neusercer. Frank, I'd like to call to your attention, these 
various people who are part of the organization do represent various 
different interests, soil-conservation districts, Izaak Walton League 
and so on, and I think it might be fair to give them an opportunity to 
present their views. So the first witness when we take up at 1:30 will 
be Mr. Ben Hilton of the Josephine County Court, and we will recess 
until then. 

(The hearing adjourned at 12:15 and reconvened at 1:30, when 
the following proceedings were had :) 

Senator NeEuBERGER. Can we come to order, please? Our first wit- 
ness this afternoon, as was announced when we recessed for lunch, 
will be Mr. Ben Hilton of the Josephine County Court. Mr. Hilton. 


STATEMENT OF BEN HILTON, REPRESENTING THE JOSEPHINE 
COUNTY COURT 


Mr. Ben Hirron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Ben Hilton. I am representing the Josephine County Court, 
but I am not a member of the county court. I have lived on the Rogue 
River and its tributaries since 1909 and I don’t know whether the 
court felt that I was more competent than they to represent them in 
this flood-control prob lem, but they asked me to be their representat ive 
on the Rogue Basin Flood ¢ ‘ontrol and Water Resources Committee 
and I was on the Josephine County Budget Committee, I think it was 
in 1935, when we made an appropriation of $7,500 with Jackson County 
which made a likew mye 500 appropriation. We went before our State 
legislature and got a $15,000 matching fund and that was the start of 
this Rogue River flood control, I won’t say dissension, but we asked 
that a preliminary survey be made to see what could be done as to 
controlling the floods and ‘better use of water as to irr igation. 

Now I have here a statement from the Josephine County Court 
which I’d like to read: 

Honorable gentlemen, the County Court of Josephine County recognizing the 
tremendous capacity for destruction which the Rogue River has demonstrated 
at varying intervals over the past years and realizing that the entire Rogue 
Basin has reached a point in its development where in many areas the threat 
of future floods will hold back needed expansion, wishes to go on record as 
strong as possible in favor of a complete program of flood control. 

We believe that the Rogue River Basin in the years ahead will be called on 
to take care of many times its present population. We know, that to do this, 
we must have large investments in industry, in farms and in homes. It is too 
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much to expect this to take place with the threat of damage from floods of the 
magnitude of last winter at intervals of approximately 30 years with slightly 
smaller floods in between. 

The actual damage to our tax base has been established by a survey by the 
Army engineers so we do not need to go into those statistics except to point out 
that our floods of major proportion occur at approximately 30-year intervals 
instead of 50-year intervals. 

We believe that a survey should be made which will explore every possibility 
of flood control. We think that we should know what can be accomplished by 
tributary, as well as main stream dams, what can be accomplished by both and 
at what cost. 

In Josephine County, we find a concentration of damage at and near the con- 
fluence of the Rogue and Applegate Rivers. We are interested in preventing, 
or at least minimizing, this damage. Upstream along both the Rogue and the 
Applegate, we find much damage to both farm and residential property. In- 
deed, in the vicinity of Grants Pass, the very lives of the people are jeopardized 
in the higher floods. Land lying along all of our streams are subject to eroding 
completely away by the action of rampaging water during floodtime. In this 
day of alertness to soil conservation, we are sure that you realize that it is not 
only the present value of the land that is lost; more important to the Nation is 
the fact that the productive capacity of that land is forever lost to the people 
and with our increasing population, the time will soon come when this will be 
of deep concern. 

In conclusion, may we again impress on your minds that we believe that every- 
thing possible should be done to preserve for the present and future the values 
in life, in land, and in property which we have here in the Rogue River Basin 

Dated October 12, 1956. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JOSEPHINE CoUNTY Court, 
By Raymonp 8S. Laturop, County Judge, 
Frep RicHarps, County Commissioner. 
J. R. McCourtney, County Commissioner. 


Senator Nevpercer. Thank you, Mr. Hilton. Any questions? 

Senator Barretr. Was there any loss of life in the flood of 1955? 

Mr. Hinton. I think nowhere on the river, but we have had wonder- 
ful cooperation. Our civilian defense in both the counties is well 
organized and I think it was only due to the fact that probably 
nowhere else in the Nation would we find a concentration of expert 
boatmen as we did along the Rogue. Those people really did their 
stuff. They took people out of houses and off of housetops and the 
houses lost shortly after. It was wonderful. There was no loss of 
life, miraculously. 

Senator Barrerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Hilton. We ap- 
prec iate your coming here. Judge Rodney Keating, of the Jackson 
County court. 


STATEMENT OF JUDGE RODNEY KEATING, REPRESENTING THE 
JACKSON COUNTY COURT 


Judge Keatine. I feel privileged, Mr. Chairman, to follow Mr. 
Hilton, who has lived here and in southern Oregon a great many years 
more than I have, who has worked with the flood-control problems 
as well as being directly connected and damaged by the floods. 

I am presenting merely the brief froin the court before your com- 
mittee. It is similar, Senator Neuberger, to the resolution that the 
Jackson County court and the Josephine County court adopted last 
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January when we were fortunate enough to contact Senator Neuberger 
before he left for Washington, D.C. The brief is as follows: 


The Jackson County court appreciates the opportunity to present before the 
joint committee this brief statement urging assistance by the Federal Government 
in solving the serious flood problem on the Rogue Basin. 

On December 21, 22, 1955, the Rogue Basin and its people experienced a flood 
extremely costly in property damage and one which could have been far more 
costly in terms of lives lost but for miraculous good fortune 


COST OF FLOOD TO JACKSON COUNTY 


1. Ever-present danger of severe loss of life 

2. Property damage is a tax on the county’s economy—$4 million loss in the 
Rogue Basin in the flood of last December. 

3. Floods and their threat tend to lower the county’s tax base, because of 
lower market values of property located in the flood plain. 

4. Damage to county land and structures. Last December's flood cost Jackson 
County $351,395 in loss or damage to roads, bridges, buildings, and other county 
property. (That is, property owned by the county.) 

5. Unfavorable effect on the county’s growth. Threat of floods discourages 
people who would otherwise like to settle in the county. Historically the Rogue 
Valley has been attractive to retired people desiring to live along the river and 
enjoy its beauty and recreation. 

6. Loss of irreplaceable bottom land. This is a loss not only to Jackson 
County and its people but to the Nation as a whole. Much of the bottom land 
along the river is of excellent quality. It is capable of producing high value 
specialty crops not in surplus. Loss of such land is indeed tragic because it is 
gone forever. 

REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE 

The county court urges the completion of the studies of the flood problem 
on the Rogue and its tributaries which are being carried out by the Corps of 
Army Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. Out of those studies it is 
hoped will come a project for the control of floods which will give due considera- 
tion to the fish and wildlife resources as well as other recreational assets of the 
basin. 

Senator Nevpercer. Thank you, Judge Keating. Any questions? 
Mr. Keating, just one question. This resolution stresses the flood- 
control aspects of this situation. Supposing a report comes forth 
recommending flood control, but with a dissent by the fish people and 
the Fish and Wildlife Service, I should say. What, then, have you 
any idea, would be the attitude of your court? The reason I ask that 
is this: You and I well know—you have lived here many years; I 
have lived in Oregon a good many years—that this conflict between 
river-development works and fish and wildlife is the reason the Rogue 
has not been thus far properly controlled. What would be the atti- 
tude, do you think, in the event of such a thing? 

Judge Kratinc. Senator Neuberger, recalling the conversation of 
the first meeting we had on the conservation problem in Grants Pass 
in January, as well as I can remember, it was expressed there by the 
Iza: ak Walton people, if I’m correct, that they will go along as long 
as it’s a flood-control proposition, feeling that the wildlife angle of 
the problem will be satisfactorily taken care of. In other words, the 
flood control is our primary object in being here before you people 

‘ ’ : . I 
today. 

Senator Nevcsercer. Thank you very much. I see later on we are 
going to have some witnesses from the outdoor groups, anyway, in 
this area. Thank you so much. Any other questions? Thank you, 


Judge Keating, very much. 


Mr. Fay Bristol, representing the Grants Pass Realty Board. 
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STATEMENT OF FAY BRISTOL, REPRESENTING THE GRANTS PASS 
REALTY BOARD 


Mr. Fay Brisrot. My name is Fay Bristol; I live in Grants Pass, 
Oreg. Iam on the board of directors of the flood-control group, and 
in that position I represent the Grants Pass Realty Board. My busi- 
ness is industrial mineral production. 

In the flood last year I suffered damage of approximately $5,000. 
I also live on the Rogue River. I'll read the statement by the Grants 
Pass Realty Board: 


Honorable gentlemen, the Grants Pass Realty Board has a very definite interest 
in flood control. At one time or another its members have visited practically 
every piece of property in the Josephine County area. They have handled the 
sale of many of these properties. They know the properties personally. Imme- 
diately after the flood, they inspected the results of that flood and learned of the 
disastrous effects on property value in the area. 

During the last 10 years, we have seen a tremendous growth in the concentra- 
tion of beautiful homes and highly productive specialty crop farms along the 
banks of the Rogue and the Applegate Rivers. They could see a wonderful 
future for the valley. 

The disastrous flood of December 22, 1955, did tremendous damage. It is esti- 
mated by the Army engineers that $4 million of direct damage was done. 

The indirect damage was much higher. For example a $30,000 home, which 
suffered $1,000 worth of direct damage, lost another $15,000 of its value because 
of its location in a flood area. 

Our very best land lies under the flood plain of the disastrous flood of last 
year. An example of the loss of this land would be a report by the Army 
engineers where they say that 3 acres of fine strawberry land, worth $1,000 an 
acre, was lost. This $3,000 loss does not take into consideration that this land 
was producing a gross income of over $2,000 per acre per year, which is forever 
lost to the valley. 

Without flood control we are doomed to losing our best land and our best home- 
sites. We know that with reduced forest cover our floods will become more 
and more disastrous. 

The Rogue River Valley, which is renowned for its speciality crops, its recre- 
ational areas, and its fishing, needs to be protected from these disastrous floods. 
We believe that ways can be found to make this feasible. 

We, therefore, respectfully urge immediate surveys as to the best possible 
way to control the floodwaters of the Rogue River Basin. 

Sincerely yours, 
GRANTS Pass REALTY BoarpD 
H. W. BAKER, President. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you. Any questions? Thank you very 
much, Mr. Bristol. Mr. J. E. Bartlett of the Izaac Walton League, 
Grants Pass. Is Mr. Bartlett here? He will have the opportunity if 
he is here before we adjourn. Mr. Don Minear of the Rogue River 
Soil Conservation District. 


STATEMENT OF DON MINEAR, REPRESENTING THE ROGUE 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT, JACKSON COUNTY, OREG. 


Mr. Don Mryzar. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
Tam Don Minear, representing 1 of the 7 on the Board of Supervisors 
for the Rogue Conservation District here in Jackson County. A little 
later you will hear from the other soil-conservation district. There 
are two in our county, representing most all of our county. 

Now I have a brief here prepared by the soil-conservation district of 
which I am a supervisor. 





3 
5 


Rn 


eed 


satearte 


aie: Lema Ai 


wate 


ase 


i « 





ROGUE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 55 


THE NEED FOR FLOOD CONTROL IN THE ROGUE RIVER BASIN (FROM THE STANDPOINT 
OF SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION ) 


DESCRIPTION OF THE DISTRICT 


The Rogue Soil Conservation District includes 766,260 acres of land in the 
southern and western sections of Jackson County. This area includes approxi- 
mately 412,300 acres of agricultural land with 2,500 operating farm units. 

The district was organized under the Oregon Soil Conservation District Law, 
title 109, chapter 3, Oregon Compiled Laws Annotated. The certificate of or 
ganization creating the district was issued by the secretary of state June 9, 
1953. 

he district is administered by a board of supervisors composed of seven 
Paivmers, 

The primary purpose of the Rogue Soil Conservation District is to apply good 
farming practices to all land within its boundaries for the conservation of soil, 
water, timber, and wildlife resources for the benefit of the farm family and the 
community as a whole. It is only through the conservation of these resources 
that permanent prosperity in a rural community such as this is possible. 

The flood control needs as related to the district soil and water conservation 
program are: 

1. Control of streambank erosion 

Very serious streambank erosion is wasting away many acres of the hest 
bottom land in the county each winter. Floods have removed long stretches of 
natural bank protection such as willows, brush, and trees, so that each high 
water period (not necessarily a flood) results in this serious bank erosion. This 
situation is particularly true on the Applegate as well as on the main stream and 
smaller tributaries of the Rogue. 


2. Prevention of silting of farmlands 

Soil losses from silting are becoming more common and more severe each year. 
Large acreages of soil are being lost to production from deep deposits of sand, 
gravel, and debris. Reclaiming such land is costly and hazardous due to loss 
of bank protection and flood frequency. 

Kceduction of flood hazard to land in annual crops 

Increased flood frequency in recent years results in lower use of land. Land 
eapable of producing high value annual crops must be used for perennial hay 
and pasture production because of the flood hazard. It is too hazardous to 
plow lands adjacent to the rivers annually. 

Prevention of loss of bridges and irrigation devices 

Loss of bridges, irrigation diversion dams, flumes, and the silting of ditches 
or destruction of irrigation works represent a serious loss to farmers. ‘This was 
especially true in the Applegate area during the December 1955 flood. 

Such losses are usuaily caused by heavy logs and other debris carried by 
streams during high-water periods. 


Conservation and control of floodwaters 


There is still need for conservation and control of water lost to the sea 
during high-water periods. Additional water storage for dry years would be 
desirable, and there are many isolated areas of dry land which might be irri 


gated from small dams located on the tributaries. These dams could be designed 
and operated in such a manner to be effective on flood control. 


REQUEST OF THE ROGUE SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


On the basis of the needs outlined above, the supervisors of the Rogue Soil 


Conservation District request that a comprehensive study be made by Army 
engineers of the Rogue River Basin giving consideration to al! possible methods 
of solution. Watershed improvement and tributary storage should be given 


full consideration as a possible or partial solution to the flood problem. It is 
also suggested that recommendations from the Forest Service and the Soil 
Conservation Service be followed regarding watershed management and 
improvement, 

3 In this study all costs and increased values from flood control should be 
equitably evaluated and fully explained in terms of economic and recreational 
benefits. It is the belief of the Board of Supervisors of the Rogue Soil Conserva- 
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tion District that such a program can be developed and that it should be pre- 
sented for consideration by all interests or groups as to the possible economic 
and recreational benefits to all the people of the Rogue River Basin. 


THE ROGUE SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

Andy Stevens, chairman, 5055 Pacifie Highway, South, Medford, Oreg; Don 
Minear, vice chairman, Route 1, Box 358, Medford, Oreg.; Delmar Smith, treas- 
urer, Route 1, Box 580—A, Central Point, Oreg.; Joe Dugan, Route 1, Box 92, 
Ashland, Oreg.: Harlan Cantrall, Route 1, Box 54, Jacksonville, Oreg.; C. W. 
Jensen, Route 1, Box 45 Rogue River, Oreg.: Mrs. Katheryn Heffernan, Box 748, 
Medford, Oreg. 

The above statement was prepared, considered and approved at a 
special meeting of the board of supervisors held in Medford, Oreg., 
Tuesday, October 16, 1956. 

Senator NEvBERGER. Thank you for coming here today. Any ques- 
tions! Thank you very much, "Mr. Minear. 

Mr. Francis Krouse of the Jackson County Stockmen’s Association. 
Mr. Krouse. Is he here today? Well, we'll go on then to Mr. Joe 
Shaw, of the Rogue Rod and Gun Club. 


STATEMENT OF JOE SHAW, ROGUE ROD AND GUN CLUB 


Mr. Suaw. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I want to thank you for 
the opportunity of appearing before you and I'll make this as brief 
as I can. 

Second perhaps to man’s law of self-preservation is his interest and 
concern for the protection of life and property of others. Next in 
line may well be his entertainment. 

The closing period of 1955 and beginning of 1956 brought reality 
to so very many that the Rogue River performed true to its name, 
since everyone he re and hundreds of thousands throughout our Nation 
felt and knew of its devastation. Fortunately, to say the least, no 
loss of human life was caused, but the damage to property—real, 
personal, and mental—can still be seen. 

Analysts tell that our section of Oregon can expect and anticipate 
au tremendous influx of new residents and industries within the next 
decade. However, this cannot become a reality until maximum human 
ability has been used to combat Mother Nature’s periodic ravages, 
and results be put to the best use and be the greatest benefit to the most 
of our people. 

Everyone knows the value, in the form of well-being, entertainment 
plays in our daily lives. By the word “entertainment” we mean 
enjoying our beautiful out-of-doors. Consequently, conservation of 
fish and wildlife must be considered a prime factor. A silt-filled raging 
river or stream is as deadly to fish life as are unscreened turbine inlets 
for hydroelectric power or irrigation systems. Therefore, conserva- 
tion and recreational measures must be included in whatever form 
fiood control is used before our residents and the tourist industry 
can be satisfied. 

Present factors considered and anticipating future development of 
the Rogue River Basin, this club wishes to go on record as favoring 
a complete control survey with its findings reported to the public. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Shaw. Any questions of Mr. 
Shaw? Mr. Shaw, I'd like to ask“you a question because to me thisiis 
the key to this, and as one of the Senators from Oregon this is what 
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puzzles me. You have said in your very fine statement that you are 
interested in both protecting our w ildlife and fish and also 1 in prevent 

ing floods on the Rogue, and you represent a sportsmen’s group, as | 
get it from your le tterhead. This is what I want to know: Supposing 
we find out that it is not possible from the viewpoint of biologists to 
control floods on the Rogue without doing some damage to migratory 
fish. How does your group feel about it then? This is the reason I 
ask this question; 1 want to tell you. We cannot always have our cake 
and eat it too. When I was up in British Columbia last year I was 
told by people there that Fraser River contains more power than any 
other river that is in the United States, for example, except our Co 
lumbia, the greatest power river in North America. The Fraser 
River has disastrous floods every so often down through New West 

minister. The Fraser River is a far longer river than the Rogue, as 
you know, one of the greatest rivers on our continent. 

~ Yet today because of the fish question there is not one single kilowatt 
developed on the Fraser River. There is not one single dam control 
ling the floods, because of the fish question and the various sockeye 
runs. Now, supposing—strike that word “supposing.” We know in 
the past, it’s been recited here, Senator Hruska mentioned these pre 

vious reports, so have I, that despite many, many years, many decades 
of studies on the Rogue River, nothing has happened because of this 
difference of opinion ‘and conflict after studies have been made between 
the Fish and Wildlife and outdoor recreation on the one hand and 
projects for irrigation, power, and flood control on the other. 

Supposing a report is made and in that report there are conflicting 
views and the biologists of the Fish and Wildlife Service say it is not 
possible to build some of these projects for flood control without doing 
damage to the fish runs. Then what will be the attitude of you an 
your associates / 

Mr. Suaw. My letter states very clearly that the protection of life 
and property is the prime factor. 

Senator Neupercer. In other words, you would then be willing to 
see certain damage, perhaps, done to the fish runs in order to protect 
life and property ? 

Mr. Suaw. Definitely. 

Senator Nevpercer. By checking floods. 

Mr. Suaw. Definitely, because there is no fish or as much as I like 
to fish and hunt, all of them, and I believe I can speak pretty well for 
most of the people, all the fishing and all the hunting is not worth one 
human life. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, that’s what we want to know because 
there undoubtedly are rivers in the world. [ Applause. | 

Well, I can see a good deal of strong opinion bac ‘king your view 
point, because undoubtedly there are rivers in the world, and perhaps 
the Fraser River in British Columbia and the Rogue River in Oregon 
may be among those rivers, where it is not possible to have projects 
without doing damage to fish life and it may be that these, for example, 
are two of them. 

Mr. Suaw. My personal opinion, and speaking personally, is that 
I can see no reason why the potential that the country has, the 
money that we taxpayers put into it, if we put a dam right here 
directly across the Rogue and make it impossible for any fish passage 
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at all, why there could not be hatcheries developed to feed, to supply 
that water above the dam as well as below. 

Senator Nreupercer. Well, it’s your viewpoint that I certainly 
wanted to get and I know the other Senators did. 

Mr. Suaw. I think we can work together. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Shaw. Mr. Bur- 
dett Dodge, of the Sams Valley-Beagle—You'll have to tell me what 
the initials of your organization mean. I just have the initials down 
here. 


STATEMENT OF BURDETT DODGE, SAMS VALLEY-BEAGLE SOIL 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Doper. The Sams Valley-Beagle Soil Conservation District. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. 

Mr. Doper. I’m Burdett Dodge and I want to present this brief in 
the interest of the Sams Valley-Beagle Soil Conservation District, 
which is organized under the State laws. 


We consider flood control an extremely important measure in soil and water 
conservation in the Rogue River Basin. 

The Sams Valley-Beagle Soil Conservation District was organized under the 
Oregon soil conservation district law, sections 109-305 and 109-314, Oregon 
Compiled Laws Annotated, amended, chapter 185 of the Oregon Laws 1941; 
chapter 183, Oregon Laws 1945; chapter 568, Oregon Laws 1949. Certificate 
of organization creating the district was issued by the secretary of state under 
date of January 19, 1951. 

The purpose of the district is to conserve the natural resources; to hold the 
soil in place; to impound the water at its source, to maintain the soil cover, both 
trees and grass; to so manage the land so that its productive capacity may be 
maintained and increased. 

The district covers 896,040 acres including 1,520 farms with 1,140 farm opera- 
tors all of whom are active or potential cooperators. 


FLOODS—A SERIOUS SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION PROBLEM IN THE ROGUE BASIN 


1. Stream erosion is the most serious single cause of soil loss in the Rogue 
Basin. 

(a) Some of the best agricultural land in the district is the bottom lands 
adjacent to the Rogue and its tributaries. This land in recent years has been 
subject to continuing attenuation. High water has removed long stretches 
of natural bank cover with the result that normal winter and spring flows 
erode the denuded banks. 

(b) Not only is good soil physically lost forever, but flooding results in a lower 
land use of these very productive lands. Because of the annually present flood 
threat, land which could produce high value nonsurplus crops, such as garden 
crops, must be kept in pasture, hay, or other year-round crops of relatively low 
value. 

(Cc) Deposition of sand, gravel, and other debris has resulted in high reclama- 
tion costs, and in some instances complete loss of the productivity of the land. 

2. Water is a natural resource which should be conserved. The winter flows 
which prove so destructive to public, real, and personal property could be put to 
beneficial use during the dry summer period. Furthermore, winter flooding 
presents a problem in the utilization of water currently available in that it results 
in loss or damage to irrigation structures, and loss of grade on land which has 
been leveled at considerable cost in an effort to conserve water. 


REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE 


The supervisors of the Sams Valley-Beagle Soil Conservation District urge 
that a study be made of the flood problem in the Rogue Basin leading to a 
program of flood control. It is suggested that the study consider all methods of 
flood control: main stem as well as tributary storage, general watershed im- 
provement as well as small watershed control. 
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If precious soil and water is to be conserved in the Rogue Basin, a major 
flood-control project is necessary. The problem is of such magnitude that little 
can be done toward its solution by conservation-minded farmers either indi- 
vidually or collectively. 

THE SAMS VALLEY-BEAGLE SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT 

R. Bruce Grieve, chairman, Trail, Oreg.; Lester E. James, vice chairman, 
Route 2, Box 540, Central Point; Earl B. Day, treasurer, care of Blue Moon 
Ranch, Central Point; William Jess, Route i, Box 132, Eagle Point; Burdette L. 
Dodge, Route 3, Box 171, Medford; Geo, A. Loftin, Route 2, Box 582A, Central 
Point; A. T. Wattenberg, Route 1, Box 74, Eagle Point. 

The above statement was prepared, considered, and approved at a 
regular meeting of the board of supervisors held in Medford, Oreg., 
Monday, October 5, 1956. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Dodge. Mr. 
H. F. Norwood, of the Rogue River Lions and Boosters organization. 


STATEMENT OF H. F. NORWOOD, MANAGER, MAGNOLIA LUMBER 
CO., ROGUE RIVER 


Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, committee, my friends, and neigh- 
bors iD m the manager of the Magnolia Lumber Co. in Rogue River. 
J represent the Boosters Club in the capacity of the president. I am 
president of the Lions Club; I’m also a director on the Rogue River 
Flood Basin and Water Resources Association. I figure that 1 repre- 
sent the average John Doe that lives along the river. I have a state- 
ment here from the Lions Club that I want to read. 

First, | have a few words I wanted to say. I live on the Rogue River 
and I love the Rogue River. I love to fish, love to hunt. I also love to 
be protected. I like to be able to go home nights and sleep and know 
the river is not going to wash me away during the night. 

Now I have approximately $10,000 worth of damage in this last 
flood, and I know something about the condition of the people over 
there. I figure that I am an average citizen of the Rogue River Valley. 
I know their needs and I know their wants. 

Now this is a statement that was approved by the Lions Club of 
Rogue River: 


The disastrous floods in December 1955, on the Rogue River has caused deep 
anxiety and property loss in this area; fear, fear of being washed out in the 
middle of the night is a terrible feeling. 

Mud, tons of mud and debris that is left behind in and on the belongings of 
people that have taken a lifetime to accumulate is not a very pretty sight. 

The fear that small farmers and dairymen have that live along the river is 
very discouraging. They sit and watch their valuable soil being washed away, 
along with their homes, farm equipment, and tools. 

Small businesses and professional people that have their homes and places of 
business along the river that see them damaged and flooded year after year is 
not much incentive for them to rebuild and try to recoup their losses. Fear of 
how much greater the flood will be next year is ever constant with them. 

The average John Doe that lives in small communities and along the river 
that work on farms, in the mills, woods, and in business houses fear the coming 
winter rains and the floods that come with them. They sit and watch the river 
rise, fret and worry about where and when it will crest; their wives and chil- 
dren afraid to go to bed for fear of the swirling floodwaters. 

The most pathetic ones, the most helpless ones, are the elderly retired people 
whose income is small and have a set standard. These people wait and watch 
their life savings go floating down the river and are unable to defend themselves 
They are lucky to escape from their homes with their very lives. They are un- 
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en to replace their losses at today’s prices. Fear of floods is a very real thing to 
them. 

All of the aforementioned people live in fear of losing their belongings and 
escaping with their lives. These same people all go to make up the economy of 
the Rogue River Basin of which they are a very definite part. All play a very 
important role in the community. 

Fear is a terrible thing, but the undying spirit of these hardy folk is a great 
inspiration for any to see. They are willing to work and fight to protect their 
interest. Their fight is a losing battle against the elements that cause the ever 
occurring and more recurring floods. Without the help of our Government on a 
flood-control project these people will be lost; their investments lost, and their 
lands laid to waste. 

We, the Rogue River Lions Club appeal to this committee to help us 
acquire flood control on the Rogue River and its tributaries. 

We thank you for this op yportunity of being heard. 

Senator Nevpercrr. Thank you, Mr. Norwood. Are there any ques- 
tions? I would like to ask just one question because it might be useful 
for the record. You said at the beginning of your presentation you 
suffered $10,000 worth of damage approximately to your own holdings. 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. During this 1955 flood. Are you a farmer? 

Mr. Norwoop. No, sir; 1 own my own home on the river. 

Senator Neusercer. And your home was damaged / 

Mr. Norwoop. My home and my furniture and my property damage 
amounted to right at $10,000. 

Senator Neusercer. Were you and your family able to return to 
your home? Could you salvage the building? 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes, sir. We have salvaged our building, cleaned it 
out, washed the mud out, shoveled it out, cleaned it up “and moved 
back in. 

Senator Nreupercrer. You had no reimbursement, did you, for any 
of that loss? 

Mr. Norwoop. Only through my income taxes. 

Senator Neurercer. That's a good answer. Do you think—this is 
not a direct question on this, but T think it is useful ‘and cert: ainly will 
inform me—do you think that the flood insurance bill that was before 
the Congress would be of any assistance to you in the future? Just 
supposing you had it when this tragedy occurred. Are you familiar 
with = at all ¢ 

Mr. Norwoop. I am not too familiar, sir. I did read it but I don’t 
remember the contents of it. I do believe that some insurance pro- 
gram would be good. I know your regular flood insurance is 
prohibitive in cost. 

Senator Neusercer. Premium, yes. 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes. 

Senator Nreusercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Norwood. Mr. 
Don MeNeil, of the Jackson Chamber of Commerce. 


STATEMENT OF DON McNEIL, JACKSON COUNTY CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 


Mr. Don McNew. This is a statement which is extremely brief. It 
merely outlines the fact that the newly formed Water Resources Com- 
mittee of the Jackson County Chamber of Commerce is vitally in- 
terested in all water use for this valley and has so divided itself into 
subcommittees to better study the various phases of water use in this 
area 
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And this statement also goes to point out that the committee is well 
aware of the fact that the Army engineers are shortly to make a report 
on their findings with regard to flood control and other conditions 
existing in the Rogue Valley and they are also aware of the statewide 
study of the St: ite Water Resources C ommittee, which is likewise in 
the process and is not yet completed. o 

And this statement then Pos out that it is the opinion of our 
committee that a report on both sides of these studies will have 
considerable bearing on the subject of water resources and there fore 
any opinion of ours on the subject expressed at this time would be 
untimely. And that is the statement. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. McNeil. Are there 
any questions of Mr. McNeil ? 

(The statement referred to by Mr. McNeil is as follows) : 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is the purpose of this state- 
ment to acquaint you with our interest in the development of water resources in 
Jackson County. 

As members of the water resources committee of the Jackson County 
Chamber of Commerce, and therefore speaking in behalf of the chamber of 
commerce, we are interested in any program involving the complete and more 
efficient utilization of our water resources. We recognize that there are many 
interests in this subject, including flood control, soil conservation, irrigation, 
sportsmen and wildlife users, as well as industrial uses. Our committee is 
hopeful of not only developing information along these lines, but of interesting 
our people in the subject in its several departments. To this end, the water 
resources committee of the Jackson County Chamber of Commerce has been 
subdivided into tive subcommittees, as follows: Flood control, soil conservation, 
irrigation, wildlife usage, industrial uses. 

These subcommittees have made as near a complete check of projects ac- 
complished or in process in these categories, as can be done at the present time. 
I'hey are also developing any new information as it may come to our attention, 
and a file is being built up to include all of our research and development thus 
far accomplished. 

We recognize that it will not be possible to coordinate all of the above phases of 
water resources unless people specifically interested in these various departments 
cooperate on the committee. To this end, the subcommittees are manned by indi- 
viduals who not only have a personal interest in the scope of their respective sub- 
committee, but also have a tremendous background of experience and technical 
knowledge to qualify them for participation in this work. 

You are well aware of the fact that the United States Army engineers are short- 
ly to make a report on their findings with regard to flood control and other condi 
tions existing on the Rogue River. You are also aware of the statewide study of 
the State water resources committee which is likewise in process and not com- 
pleted. It is our opinion that a report on both of these studies will have con- 
siderable bearing on the subject of water resources, therefore, any opinion of 
ours on the subject expressed at this time would be untimely. 

Yours respectfully, 
WATER RESOURCES COMMITTEE, 
JACKSON CoUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 


Senator Nevupercer. Mr. Robert A. Duff. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT A. DUFF, CITY MANAGER, 
MEDFORD, OREG., 


Mr. Durr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Robert A. 
Duff, city manager of the city of Medford. The city council of the city 
have instructed me to appear before the committee and present a reso- 
lution to the committee. 
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As I have not sufficient copies of the resolution, with your permission 
I would like to read it: 

Whereas Bear Creek, a tributary of the Rogue River within the meaning of 
the Flood Control Act, passes through thickly populated and highly developed 
area in, and in the vicinity of, Medford, Oreg.; and 

Whereas the said stream is subject to extreme high water and flood conditions 
and has, by reason thereof, undermined and overrun its banks during recent years 
causing considerable damage to public and private properties adjacent thereto; 
and 

Whereas there is a real likelihood that the said stream will in the future flood 
the adjacent areas, causing further damage to valuable properties and threatening 
the public health and safety by washing away or destroying public sanitary in- 
stallations in the vicinity thereof; and 

Whereas the United States Senate Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs 
and on Public Works have scheduled a hearing on topics related to this problem 
at 10 a. m. on Friday, October 19, 1956, in Medford, Oreg. ; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the city council of the city of Medford, That the said United States 
Senate committees be urged, in the course of the said hearing, to give serious 
and thorough consideration to the need and advisability of flood-control measures 
and projects on and along Bear Creek, in Jackson County, Oreg.; and be it further 

Resolved, That the city manager be, and he is hereby, authorized and directed 
to cause a certified copy of this resolution to be submitted to the said committee 
at the said public hearing. 

Passed by the council and signed by me in open session in authentication of 
its passage this 16th day of October 1956. 

EArt M. Mitter, Mayor. 

In addition to that, I would like to point out that the city of Medford 
and its citizens suffered damage in last year’s flood. However, we 
were right on the edge of a very serious or disastrous flood had the 
stream risen much more than it had it would have overtopped its 
banks in several locations and caused serious damage. 

Another point I would like to make, reference has been made to 
benefits of flood control on Bear Creek by reason of the Talent project. 
However, it’s my understanding that the watershed supplying Bear 
Creek at Medford is only 10 percent, or is only covered by 10 percent, 
or was only within 10 percent of the Talent project. The Talent Dam 
would only eover 10 percent of the Bear Creek water. 

Senator Nevsercer. You mean 10 percent of the volume in the Bear 
Creek watershed is contributed from upstream on the Talent ? 

Mr. Durr. Above the Talent project, that’s correct. Those are the 
two points I have to make. 

Senator Neupercer. Are there any questions of Mr. Duff? Thank 
you very much, Mr, Duff. Paul H. Weiland of the Izaak Walton 


League. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL H. WEILAND, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF 
AMERICA 


Mr. Wetianp. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here presented by 
the president of the Oregon district of the Izaak Walton League of 
America, Mr. Rollin E. Bowles, and he asked me to present that. I 
can present it in writing or if you want me to I'll be glad to read it, 
but he represents the Oregon division of the Izaak W alton Le: ague and 
I think his remarks are quite pertinent, in view of the statement that 
was previously made which I believe is erroneous in regard to the 
Izaak Walton League. 
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Senator Neupercer. I would think as acting chairman here, that 
because there has been so much in controversy that you at least should 
cive us the substantial gist of what the Izaak Walton League says. 
~ Mr. Weitanp. Then I have one from the Ashton chapter of the 
Izaak Walton League, which is very short. Here is the full statement 
which the Jackson County chapter of the Izaak Walton League wishes 
to submit to this committee. 

Senator Neupercer. I just want to ask you one thing. Is the state- 
ment of Mr. Bowles, the State president, and of the Jackson County 
unit of the Izaak Walton League substantially in agreement so they 
are somewhat the same so we don’t have to duplicate, so we'll know 
whether the position of your local chapter is the same as that of you 
State unit? 

Mr. WerILANnD. We do not disagree with our State division. How- 
ever, we have some ideas that are not expressed in the State division, 
being on the ground. 

Senator Neupercer. Well, I would suggest perhaps you read your 
own statement which seems short, and then just give us the gist of 
the State’s position of the Izaak Walton League. 

Mr. WerLanp. I am Paul Weiland, vice president, Oregon division, 
Izaak Walton League. I live in Medford and represent the Jackson 
County chapter. 

The league is not a sportsmen’s organization, It is made up of 
men and women from all over the United States organized to conserve 
our natural resources, woods, water, soil, and wildlife. We believe in 
their wise use so as to perpetuate them for future generations. 

Recreationists and sportsmen of the United States consider the 
scenery, white water, wildlife, and fishing of the Rogue River as 
part of their heritage. They have put up a continuous fight to save 
the salmon and steelhead runs of the Rogue. This year Congress 
appropriated $208,000 for screening of the turbine intake at Savage 
Rapids Dam in order to help perpetuate these runs. Any one of our 
country’s Representatives or Senators could have objected to this 
insertion in the appropriation bill on a point of order and the entry 
would have been removed. This appropriation, however, was not 
secured by local effort, but by the insistence of the lovers of outdoors 
of the entire 48 States. 

Recreationists have been pouring into the Rogue River Basin at 
the rate of about a half million each year. They leave about $15 to $20 
million annually. Fishermen spend between $314 and $4 million 
for their sport along the Rogue each year. More than $10 million has 
been spent to build tackle stores, resorts, and other est: ablishments 
to cater to their needs. Recreation is the third best producer of 
revenue in this area. 

Oregon has set aside its ocean shoreline for recreation. This pre- 
vents private property damage from extreme high-tide storms. It 
might be well to consider setting aside stream floodlands and reserv- 
ing them for recreation. This possibly could come under Army engi- 
neer’s zoning method of flood control. The Federal, State, county, 
and city governments could well afford to condemn and purchase flood 
lands and thus prevent damages to private property from flooding. 

We believe that the interests of the people of the basin will be best 
served by perpetuating the wildlife, scenic, and recreational poten- 
tialities of the region. 
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Many people have the false impression that spring Chinook salmon 
and summer steelhead runs can be maintained by hatchery methods. 
The fish biologists have not been able to successfully propagate the 
spr ing Chinook salmon or the summer steelhead on the Rogue River. 
These fish, that are impossible to reproduce by hatchery methods, are 
far more valuable as sport fish than the fall run Chinook and the 
winter run steelhead. 

A dam as far down as Lewis Creek would virtually do away with 
these two famous fish runs in the Rogue, since most of the spawning 
takes place above this point. 

We are not opposed to irrigation but we feel that projects similar 
to the Talent irrigation project can take care of all our irrigation needs. 

We are anxious to secure control of floods, but we feel that in this 
basin the first beneficial efforts should be on the land itself, beginning 
at the top of each tributary watershed. Proper use of our land will 

cause it to hold more water. Next should come construction of 
thousands of small impoundments such as farm ponds, gully struc- 
tures, highway fill dams, and similar devices. The third stage includes 
structures to hold back surplus high water on tributaries at time 
of emergency. 

This chapter in conjunction with the Rogue Soil Conservation Dis- 
trict is sponsoring and preparing an application for a Federal small 
watershed development program for Bear Creek under provisions of 
the Small Watershed Act. 

We feel that by proper land use and development of the small tribu- 
tary watersheds, the best interests of all, and particularly the next 
generation, can best be served. Irrigation will also profit, and flooding 
damages will be stopped on the tributaries as well as on the main 
river. 

We believe that it is not possible to prevent all floods and for that 
reason it is wise to set aside flood lands for recreation and wildlife. 

Conservationists have always opposed unilateral development of 
irrigation and/or hydroelectric power without due consideration of 
the effect of tikes developments upon the natural resources. 

{t is with this in mind that our chapter looks forward to the results 
of the restudy of the Rogue River Basin in the hope that coordinated 
thinking between all groups, especially the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Army engineers, F ish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service, 
Agriculture Departme ent, Oregon Water Resources Board, and Oregon 
State Game Commission, will point the way to a satisfactory agree- 
ment by all interested parties. 

Gentlemen, it is not unreasonable to understand that the people of 
Oregon might destroy these two fish runs on the Rogue River, but the 
people of the United States will not appropriate the money for it. 

Senator NeuBercer. What do you mean by that statement ? 

Mr. Wetmanp. I believe that the people of the United States, of 
the other 47 States, will urge their Congressmen and Representatives 
to vote down such an appropriation. 

Senator Worrorp. You mean to say that you think your organiza- 
tion has that much influence on the various Senators and Members 
of Congress of the United States ? 

Mr. WeriLanp. No, sir. I receive letters from all over the United 
States with reference to the Rogue River. Yes, the educated, the 
conservation lovers, the outdoor lovers, the fishermen of the United 
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States know the Rogue River. They know it better than we do 
in the valley of the Rogue. 

Senator Worrorp. I believe you are a retired United States Army 
oflicer ; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. WeiLanp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. Where do you live, please ? 

Mr. WeILAND. 2431 East Main Street. 

Senator Worrorp. You don’t live up there on the Rogue River 
section, do you 4 

Mr. WEILAND. No, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. You don’t own any property there, do you? 

Mr. WeiAnp. No, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. Do you have any people who live up there ’ 

Mr. Weitanp. Yes, sir; I have some friends who live there. 

Senator Worrorp. I didn’t ask you that. Do you have any family 
connections up there ? 

Mr. WeILAND. No, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. No brothers, sisters? 

Mr. WeILaNnp. No. 

Senator Worrorp. No children; no grandchildren ? 

Mr. Wuitanp. No, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. Not a soul that lives on the river. I believe you 

said you disagreed absolutely with the statement made here, and | 
assume you're referring to the statement made by Mr. Shaw to the 
effect that he said as much as he loved to hunt and fish that all of that 
combined was not worth the life of one person. Do you agree with 
that statement, or not ? 

Mr. Weiianp. Yes, I agree that I don’t think that the fishing and 
hunting is worth life; that’s correct. 

Senator Worrorp. You realize that it is only by—of course the flood 
was by an act of God, as we speak of it— you re alize only by the grace 
of God there weren’t many lives lost in 1955 

Mr. Wemanp. I think I’m familiar with what happened in that 
flood and I think that the statement is exaggerated ? 

Senator Worrorp. You think so? 

Mr. Wemanp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Worrorp. Were you up there ? 

Mr. WEILAND. I was on the river, I know. 

Senator Worrorp. Did you help rescue anybody ¢ 

Mr. Wemanp. No, and there wasn’t any boatman that got out in 
the river to rescue anybody either. In other words - 

Senator Neupercer. We'll have order here, please. Now if there 
is somebody who wants to testify and there is time beyond the list we 
have, you will have an opportunity to do so, but thus far people who 
have spoken on the other side have been treated courteously and | 
think we are here in the American and democratic way to give the 
people of this valley, of various points of view, an opportunity to be 
heard, and anybody else who makes a statement that somebody isn’t 
telling the truth will have an opportunity to come up here and give 
some testimony, but not to shout it from the back of the room. Please 
go ahead. 

Mr. WerLanp. Maybe I’d better state there, that I don’t think there 
were any boatmen foolish enough to go out into that river at the 
height of the flood. 
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Senator Worrorp. Even though they had people sitting on top of 
their houses which later disappeared? You say foolish enough, o1 
brave enough ? 

Mr. WeitAnp. Of course, I don’t think that those places where 
that occurred, I don’t know but one instance where that was the case. 

Senator Worrorp. A boatman did go out in that case? 

Mr. Wetianp. A boatman did not take him off the house. In fact, 
the expert boatmen I know refused to do it. 

Senator Worrorp. Who did take him off the house, some good 
citizen ? 

Mr. Wettanp. They rigged up a way by means of a long chain and 
big heavy dragging operations of some way to get him across by a buoy 
system, but by that time the water was alre: ady subsiding. 

Senator Worrorp. I see. You don’t know of any person 

Mr. Wetianp (interposing). In other words, of course, the man 
should have never stayed there as long as he did. 

Senator Worrorp. In other words he just should move away? 

Mr. Weranpb. Well. 

Senator WorFrorp. I’m not trying to get you, I’m just trying to get 
your attitude on it. 

Mr. Weranp. In the case of that man I think that there are a lot 
of people will bear me out, that the man was quite foolish and even 
though he was encouraged to get off he didn’t do it. 

Senator Worrorp. All right, sir. 

Senator NEUBERGER. Any questions, Senator Hruska ? 

Senator Barrerr. Would you say the danger to that man was exag- 
gerated? Take a look at that picture there. 

Mr. Wemanp. I don’t think so, no. 

Senator Barrerr. Take a look at the picture. Would you say that 
man out there on that 

Mr. Wer.anp (interposing). No, I’m not saying that, sir. I’m 
saying that the gentleman that stayed out there did so even after he 
was advised to get out. 

Senator Barrerr. I thought you said earlier that the dangers testi- 
fied to here by the people as to the flood of 1955 were exaggerated 
insofar as human life was concerned. 

Mr. Wertanp. Yes; I think that’s correct. 

Senator Barretr. Would you like to be sitting out there on a house 
with a flood of that kind going on ? 

Mr. Wertanp. No, I wouldn’t. I wouldn’t build a house. 

Senator Barrerr (interposing). I don’t think I would either. I 
think it would be pretty dangerous myself. 

Mr. Wertanp. I wouldn’t build a house at that location. 

Senator Nreusercer. Colonel Weiland, I’d like to ask you about one 
of the recommendations in your testimony, where you suggested that 
perhaps in some of these downstream areas that they might in some 
way be zoned as a method of flood control; in other words, that these 
lands could be condemned and purchased and presumably left vacant 
of human habitation if they were in a flood-impaired area. Isn’t that 
one of your suggestions ? 

Mr. Wemanpb. That is a suggestion. I think that when it is inves- 
tigated it will be found that outside of the tributaries that the 
places are rather limited with exceptions of some farmlands. 
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Senator NEuBerGerR. I wondered if you thought doing that would 
have an adverse impact on the economy of the “Rogue River area, to 
take some of these lands which might be endange red in a severe flood 
and have them purchased by the Government through condemnation 
or negotiations and then left vacant. Would it take out of production 
substantial elements of the farm economy and agricultural economy 
of this area? 

Mr. Weimanp. I don’t think so. I think they could be reim- 
bursed and I think there’s other places for them to place their estab- 
lishments. The river is not used for transportation or floating of 
logs. Many of the people want to live on the river banks and they 
do it at their—knowing that they are taking a chance and the “y prefer 
to take the chance just so they can live on the river bank. 

Senator Neunercer. I see. Any other questions of Colonel Wei- 
land? Thank you very much. Are you filing with us your own 
statement and that of the State president ? 

Mr. Wemanp. Yes. The other statement is a full statement. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


Gentlemen of the committee, the Oregon division of the Izaak Walton League 
of America, Inc., has a long history of interest in and attention to the Rogue 
River Basin, for in this basin we find the greatest combination of manageable 
and renewable resources that exist in the State of Oregon. The Rogue River 
is internationally known and world famous for its magnificient fishery and a 
substantial part of the economy of the entire region is supported by the sports- 
men who annually come in great numbers to the Rogue River to enjoy its match- 
less fishing and incomparable scenery. Naturally, the Izaak Walton League, 
whose concept is the wise use of all of our natural resources, has taken an 
interest in the Rogue River that probably transcends the interest that it has 
taken in any other particular area in the State of Oregon. 

In 1948 a plan had been devised for a combined irrigation and reclamation 
project on the Rogue River system populs irly known as plan A, which had for 
its main project a large dam in the main stem of the Rogue River at the Lewis 
Creek site. The Oregon division of the Izaak Walton League, its local chapters 
at Medford and Grants Pass, and the national organization, with its headquar- 
ters in Chicago, opposed this plan with vigor and determination. The op- 
position was not predicated alone upon the threatened loss of the fishery re- 
sources, but upon the very doubtful economic value of the total plan. The 
opposition of the Izaak Walton League and the numerous other interested 
organizations and individuals caused this plan to be abandoned. 

The dam at Lewis Creek would permanently block approximately 60 percent 
of the spring Chinook salmon that inhabit the Rogue River from reaching 
their ancestral spawning grounds. Likewise, it would permanently block a large 
segment of the steelhead from their spawning grounds. These two runs of 
fish provide the major portion of the fishery resources upon which the sport 
fishery is dependent. Since the abandonment of plan A, the Izaak Walton League, 
together with the Oregon State Game Commission, have prevailed upon the 
cement company, which has a dam at Gold Hill, to install screening devices to 
screen out the downstream migrants from the turbines at a cost of $150,000. 
The last session of the Congress appropriated $208,000 to be used for screens at 
Savage Rapids Dam to screen out downstream migrants and prevent their loss 
in the turbines and irrigation ditches. The Oregon State Game Commission, 
under whose jurisdiction the fishery resources of the Rogue River are managed, 
has spent additional sums of substantial proportions in a screening program 
of small diversions from the Rogue River and the smaller tributaries. As a 
result, a substantial increase is now being noted in the annual migrations past 
the counting rack at Gold Ray Dam. These expenditures have been undertaken 
with the belief that the spawning grounds will be left undisturbed. 

In the winter of 1955-56, two disastrous floods occurred on the Rogue River 
and undoubtedly it was as a result of these floods that a new approach is being 
sought to this entire problem. Proposals have been offered to revive in modified 
degree plan A, with a high dam at Lewis Creek for flood control and power pur- 
poses, with possibly some irrigation benefits to be derived from the stored water. 
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It must be understood at this time that the opposition of the Izaak Walton League 
to any high dam at Lewis Creek is not lessened in any degree by reason of the 
floods that have previously occurred. Even though flood control is a desirable 
feature in the view of our organization, we do not feel that it is necessary to 
destroy our fishery resources in the Rogue River to obtain it. Since the time 
when plan A was originally promoted there has been considerable work done 
in order fo provide additional irrigation needed and substantial flood control 
benefits as well. 

The Talent irrigation project is now provided for and underway and the Howard 
Prairie project likewise will soon be in operation. Both of these projects are 
primarily irrigation projects, but they will have, and particularly is this true 
of the Howard Prairie project, substantial flood-control benefits. Both of these 
projects meet with the hearty approval of the Oregon division of the Izaak Wal- 
ton League as witness resolutions of our group in September 1951, and had 
those resolutions been acted upon by the groups favoring plan A with the same 
vigor that plan A had been promoted, Howard Prairie would have long since 
been completed and a substantial part of the floods of the winter of 1955 would 
have been reduced. 

Any project that incorporates a hydroelectric power program as one of its 
salient features is likely to have little or no flood-control benefits because the 
power production is dependent upon the head of water created by the dam, and 
when this head is reduced necessarily the power is reduced and the sale of the 
power is usually, as it would be at the Lewis Creek site, the feature of the proj- 
ect depended upon in large measure, for the payment of the cost of construction. 
Likewise, any industrial economy is built upon the power-production feature. 
Any adverse effect will have the people dependent upon that power creating a 
terrific protest so that the head will be substantially maintained in order to pro- 
duce power and the flood-control feature will be at an absolute minimum. 

Much of the difficulty that has been experienced in the floods of the Rogue 
River has been due in no small part to the fact that people have been crowding 
closer and closer to the river with, in most cases, absolute knowledge, and at least 
chargeable with the knowledge, that the river at intervals had seriously flooded 
adjoining properties. Any flood-control program financed by public funds neces- 
sarily means the subsidization of those people who have sought to live danger- 
ously at the expense of many people who never in their lifetimes will have any 
occasion to even see the Rogue River. It is doubtful that any flood-control pro- 
gram can completely eliminate flood losses. No program should be undertaken 
that will in any way diminish a renewable asset of the value of the sports fishery 
in the Rogue River system, particularly in view of the tremendous sums of 
money that have been spent both by public and private agencies to expand and 
increase that recreational resource. 

A flood-control program for the Rogue River, in view of the Oregon division 
of the Izaak Walton League will have a most marked and best results by a treat- 
ment program designed to hold the water on the land. The small watersheds 
should be surveved and the growth of trees, brush, and grass on those watersheds 
should be encouraged and increased to the maximum. 

The extension and increase in the height of Imigrant Dam, together with a 
land-use program on Bear Creek is one outstanding example of how this can 
be accomplished in the Rogue River system. The utilization of Howard Prairie 
and Imigrant Dams for flood control will not interfere with the normal uses of 
those projects for irrigation purposes but will be ideally suited for the proposition 
of complimentary use, 

The value of the recreational asset on the Rogue is now recognized by both the 
Bureau of Land Management, Department of the Interior, and the United 
States Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, who will soon be holding a 
hearing with the purpose of setting aside a strip one-half mile wide on each side 
of the Rogue River for 45 miles of its length—45 square miles of area devoted 
to recreational use. We cannot conceive of a greater testimonial to the recrea- 
tional value of the Rogue River. Likewise, the National Park Service, Depart- 
ment of the Interior, has conducted a survey of the recreational value of the 
Rogue River and published a document relating thereto. The United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, has in April 1956, published 
a report of the fish and wildlife resources of the Rogue River Basin. Both of 
these reports from the Depariment of the Interior are testimonials to the recre- 
ational assets of the area and the tremendous economic importance this asset is 
to the communities along the river. And it must be remembered that primarily 
this economy is supported in the main from the fishery resources which will suffer 
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a staggering blow if the dam is constructed at Lewis Creek for no agency that 
deals with the migratory fish population of the Pacific coast has yet devised any 
program that can successfully pass the downstream migrants at a structure of 
the height proposed for the Lewis Creek Dam. 

Floods there may be over the years and inevitably each of these floods will 
bring some loss and suffering, but the loss of the fishery resources will be much 
more widely felt by a greater segment of the public and the economy of the 
region in particular, than the floods that Lewis Creek Dam is supposed to prevent. 
And, in summation, it is the opinion of the Oregon division of the Izaak Walton 
League of America that if public moneys are to be expended for a flood-control 
program greater storage facilities should be provided in those projects such as 
Howard Prairie, and Imigrant Dam where flood control will not conflict with 
other uses and in a small watershed program that has far greater chance of 
controlling floods than a combined flood control, hydroelectric power project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

RoL_uin BE. Bow es. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF PAUL WEILAND 


I am Paul Weiland, vice president of the Oregon division of the Izaak Walton 
League of America, and a member of the Jackson County chapter, making this 
presentation as a representative of the latter organization. I live in Medford. 

The League is not a sportsmen’s organization. It is made up of men and 
women from all over the United States organized to conserve our natural re- 
sources, woods, water, soil, and wildlife. Note that these are renewable resources 
and that we believe in their wise use so as to perpetuate them for further 
generations. 

The National Park Service said in its June 1954 report, “The Rogue River 
Basin contains a wealth of recreation resources, unexcelled in quality and variety 
by any comparable river basin in the West.”’ 

Shortly after 1865 a wagon road was built over the Cascade Mountains follow- 
ing the present Crater Lake Highway up the Rogue River. People who later trav- 
eled on this route and the railroad and stages across the Rogue told others of its 
attractions. 

The fame of the Rogue’s fishing did not really spread until in the 1920’s when 
sport fishermen from various parts of the Nation began coming to this country. 
The Rogue River then was heralded for its unparalleled salmon and steelhead 
fishing and became known as being one of the greatest remaining sports streams 
in the Nation. 

Zane Grey and many other writers extolled the excellence of the angling and 
the wild, rugged beauty of the Rogue. It is probably the best known small river 
in the United States. 

Conservationists, recreationists, and sportsmen of our country consider the 
scenery, White water, wildlife, and fishing of the Rogue River their heritage. 
They have put up a long and almost continuous fight to save the salmon and steel- 
head runs in the Rogue. Only this year Congress appropriated $208,000 for screen- 
ing of the turbine intake at Savage Rapids Dam in order to help save the spring 
chinook and summer steelhead runs, Any one of our country’s Representatives or 
Senators could have objected to this insertion in the appropriation bill on a point 
of order, and the entry would have been removed from that act. This appropri- 
ation was secured not by local effort, but by the insistence of the lovers of the 
great outdoors of the 48 States of the Union. 

It is reasonable to assume that the people of Oregon might destroy the spring 
chinook salmon and summer steelhead runs of the Rogue River, but the people of 
the United States will never appropriate money for that purpose. 

Recreationists have been pouring into the Rogue River Basin at the rate of 
about a half million each year. They leave about $15 to $20 million annually. 
Fishermen spend between $3% million and $4 million for their sport along thé 
Rogue each year. More than $10 million has been spent to build tackle stores, 
resorts, motels, lodges, and other establishments to cater to their needs. Recre- 
ation is the third producer of revenue in the area. 

The Rogue River Basin is a narrow one. Except for the Bear Creek Valley 
where Medford is located, the area is mostly mountainous timberland. The river 
is only about 210 miles long. It does not have the characteristics of a stream 
that presents grave flood problems. It drops rapidly except where it has been 
dammed. Between the powerplant at Prospect and the one at Gold Ray the 
water drops 900 feet. 








70 ROGUE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 





Until the stream reaches a point near Shady Cove the banks are mountainous. 
From Gold Ray to about 2 miles above Grants Pass the country is very hilly and 
rugged. From about 12 miles below Grants Pass to the Pacific coast the country 
is mountainous and most of it inaccessible except by boat. 

People having land on a stream own to the middle. Quite often they disre- 
gard past high-water marks and build where the river once flowed. Many people 
are willing to take their chances with flooding so that they can have a home or 
cabin at the very water’s edge in the summer. 

The State of Oregon has set aside its ocean shoreline for recreation. This 
prevents property damage from extreme high tide storms. It might be weil to 
consider setting aside stream flood lands and reserving them for recreation. This 
possibly could come under the Army engineers’ zoning method of flood control. 
The Federal, State, county, and city governments could well afford to condemn 
and purchase flood lands and thus prevent damages to private property from 
flooding. 

We believe that the interests of the people of the Rogue River Basin will best 
be served by protecting and perpetuating the wildlife, scenic, and recreational 
potentialities of the region. We feel that it is essential to do all that is possible 
to maintain and improve the runs of spring chinook salmon and summer steel- 
head in the Rogue River. 

Many people have the false impression that this can be done by hatchery meth- 
ods. Fall-run chinook salmon and winter-run steelhead can be produced by 
hatcheries, but the fish biologists have not been able to successfully propagate 
the spring chinook salmon or the summer steelhead on the Rogue River. These 
latter fish that seem to be impossible to reproduce by hatchery methods are far 
more valuable as sport fish than the fall-run chinook salmon and winter-run 
steelhead. 

A high dam below the mouth of the Middle Fork of the Rogue River would 
reduce these two famous fish runs since many of them go up that fork of the 
stream to spawn. 

A dam as far down as Lewis Creek would virtually do away with these two 
famous fish in the Rogue since most of the spawning takes place above this 
point. 

A flood-control dam should have an empty pool until the flooding emergency 
arises. Of course we know that a hydroelectric dam produces the most power 
when the reservoir is full. Likewise the irrigation dam provides the most water 
when the pool is full. 

Perhaps the law under which the Army engineer provides flood control needs 
amending. It is also well to remember that 1 cubic foot per second of water flow- 
ing for 24 hours will provide 2 acre-feet of water. Further 75,000 cubic feet per 
second will fillan empty reservoir that has a capacity of 300,000 acre-feet in a 
matter of 24 hours. 

Silting has already reduced the capacity of the COPCO reservoir above Pros- 
pect to about one-half. Silting occurs rapidly and in a short time the reservoir 
which was to furnish recreation has muddy, unsightly banks. In a few years 
such a mud bottom produces what we call trash fish in such great numbers that 
not even the trout that are placed in the waters can be caught. The ponds above 
two dams now on the river are famous for their mud and not for fishing. Savage 
Rapids Dam is the cause of flood damage in that area. 

It is also well to consider that in order to have a large reservoir a lot of land 
must be flooded. This means destruction of property and scenery as well as 
the habitat for wildlife. 

Perhaps it is now easier to understand when I say that the Izaak Walton 
League believes in the wise use of our woods, water, soil, and wildlife. 

We are not opposed to irrigation to help develop this basin, but we sincerely 
feel that projects similar to the Talent irrigation project can take care of all 
our irrigation needs. 

, We most certainly are not opposed to flood control, but we feel that in this 
basin the first beneficial efforts should be on the land itself, beginning at the 
top of each tributary watershed. Next should come construction of small in- 
poundments such as farm ponds, gully structures, highway-fill dams, and similar 
devices. ‘The third stage includes structures high on tributaries to hold back 


surplus waters in emergencies only. 

The Jackson County chapter in conjunction with the Rogue Soil Conservation 
District is sponsoring and preparing an application for a Federal small water- 
shed development program for Bear Creek under Public Law 556, the Small 
Watershed Act. 
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We feel that by proper land use and development of the small tributary water- 
sheds, the best interests of all and particularly the next generation can best be 
served. Irrigation will also profit, and flooding damages will be stopped on the 
tributaries as well as on the Rogue River. 

We believe that it is not possible to prevent all floods and for that reason it is 
wise to set aside flood lands for recreation and wildlife. 

Conservationists have always opposed unilateral development of irrigation 
and/or hydroelectric power without due consideration of the effects of this 
development upon the natural resources. 

It is with this in mind that the Jackson County chapter of the Izaak Walton 
League of America looks forward to the results of the restudy of the Rogue 
River Basin in the hope that coordinated thinking between all groups, especially 
Army engineers, Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife Service, National 
Park Service, Agricultural Department, Oregon Water Resources Board, and 
Oregon State Game Commission, will point the way to a satisfactory agreement 
by all interested parties. 

Respectfully submitted. 

PAUL H. WEILAND, 
Colonel, United States Army, Ret 


ASHLAND CHAPTER, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA 


DEAR Strs: High dams on the Rogue River are not the answer to flood control 
in the Rogue River Basin. 

At the time of the disastrous flood of February 1956 in the lower Rogue Liver 
Basin, the river above Lewis Creek was not high enough to completely cover the 
gravel bars. A high dam at Lewis Creek would have been little or no help in 
controlling this flood or future floods. 

The only feasible means of flood control in the Rogue River Basin, is to control 
the water where it falls. Direct all efforts of flood control to the tributaries and 
not on the main stream of the Rogue River. 

This chapter is absolutely opposed to any high dams on the stream of the 
Rogue River. 

Sincerely yours, 
ELDEN CorTHiILy, President. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER KASWORM, JACKSON COUNTY FARM 
BUREAU 


Senator Neusercer. Mr. Walter Kasworm of the Jackson County 
farm Bureau. 

Mr. Warrer Kasworm. Thank you, gentlemen. I am Walter Kas- 
worm: I’m a farmer. 

In the report as told in the last floods, Mr. and Mrs. Michael, our 
neighbors, were both taken out by great risk by boat. I live on Rogue 
River. 

Senator NeusercerR. Where were they ? 

Mr. Kasworm. In their home and it’s about 33 feet above the river 
but their home was surrounded. It was already in their basement, 
was just going up into the floor when they got to them one at a time 
because you don’t know where the river is going to crest. 

Senator Neupercer. You said their home was 33 feet above thie 
normal. 

Mr. Kasworm. Yes; above that, 31 to 33 feet. 

Senator Neusercer. Above the normal level ? 

Mr. Kasworm. I think there were several that were taken out by 
boat. I think you can find in the papers, but I know of those two 
because they were our neighbors and they were scared to death. 

Well, as a farmer I may be a little one-sided, but naturally one 
does think a lot of his location and naturally, therefore, he’s going to 
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plug for it and put every effort forth to have people see it his way. 

So the Jackson County Farm Bureau deems flood control impera- 
tive to end the periodic al flooding of the Rogue River and its various 
tributaries, causing great damages to the agricultural lands and the 
destruction of buildings and per rsonal property. 

Except for the broad valley around Medford, southern Oregon’s 
farms, homes, and industries are located in the narrow v: alleys found 
along the Rogue River and its tributaries. These farms are highly 
productive and specialized because of their rich soils. Some of the 
crops are as follows: Bulbs, berries, fruits, vegetables, mint, seeds, 
dairy, and beef farms. These crops are not in surplus or under price 
supports. 

Flood-contro] surveys have been made in the past 35 years, leading 
the aa of southern Oregon to believe that a flood-control dam was 
to be built at Lewis Creek on the Rogue River. But somehow the 
project was sidetracked. The Army engineers stated that the plan 
A dam at Lewis Creek, recommended by them, would have reduced 
the December 22, 1955, flood crest from 31 feet at Grants Pass to 23 
feet. Reducing the flood crest by 8 feet would have saved the millions 
of dollars in damages that were sustained in property, goods, land, 
buildings, and highways. 

It takes many years to develop these specialized farms and the 
money involved is much greater than the appraised value of the land. 
The harvest value costs or the value of the crop is often much greater 
than the lands appraisal value. I have been farming around 25 acres 
near Rogue River, mostly strawberries, cane berries, and some corn 
and cover crops. Labor payroll costs are about $1,000 per acre on 
berries in full production. High-school teenagers and women depend 
on this employment to earn money, not only” to help pay their way 
through school, but to give them an opportunity to be useful citizens; 
otherwise they would be forced to idleness. These teenagers also 
work in the bean, bulb, hop, and fruit harvest. Many work for the 
dairy farmers making hay through the summer months. 

Southern Oregon is a land of. opportunity and can muppet’ many 
times the number of people we now have. There is much land that 

can be made highly productive if irrigation is provided. The logging 
indents y is settling down to a sustained yield basis, which means ‘that 
farming must take up that necessary portion of the payrolls. Flood 
control will provide many homesites for the retired people of our 
Nation to live where living costs are lower and recreation opportuni- 
ties are greater and more desirable. 

My losses in the last flood amounted to about $25,000. Let me say 
that if I project that $25,000 more in years to come, if I wanted to 
take—this land went out of production so I could project the income 
off of that for 6 years and it would be another $25,000, but my personal 
loss was $25,000. Some buildings were washed away, others were 
damaged with their contents and machinery badly damaged. Much 
land with crops of strawberries, cane berries, and orchard were washed 
completely down the river. 

The Jackson County Farm Bureau, the people of this area and my- 
self all want flood control to save these rich lands for the future gen- 
erations. If a high dam is needed to accomplish this, then some pro- 
vision should be made to increase the salmon and steelhead fish runs. 
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These fish are almost extinct in the Rogue River and its tributaries 
tod: ay. 

Injecting a personal note, at a dollar an hour, it costs a hundred 
dollars to catch a salmon in the Rogue River today. You either have 
to be extremely lazy and shiftless, or extremely rich to afford that 
pleasure. Salmon and stelhead fishing can be increased. Thank you, 
oentlemen. 

Senator Neupercer. Do we have some questions ¢ 

Sen: es Hruska. A suggestion was made here that that land could 
probably be zoned, taken out of production, that is the land that is 
threatened with floods of this kind and it would just be bought up an d 
soon. How would that affect your ne ighborhood¢ How many of your 
neighbor hors wou Lthat put out of business / 

Mr. KASWOI! : W ell, it would put a lot ot people complete ly out of 
the valley oak the community. There would be a great exodus of 
people because there are a lot of retired people, people that live, that 
work. They are mostly above the 24-foot stage. It is when these 
floods get up to 28, 50, 351 feet that the damage beeins. At 24 feet 
the damage is negligible, so therefore, you start with 24 feet of that 
river instead of 17, of course there is some damage there but the greater 
damage starts at 24, but when she hits 28, then she starts to spreading 
out on the land and at 31 she was 2 feet in our upper house, or 18 
inches, caused the damage of all the furniture there. 

We were living in our cottage on the river which had 6 feet of water 
in its because it’s up on a high foundation, but it had 6 feet and all our 
clothes, our 50 years gatherings were lost besides our double garage 
with the tool shed where I have all my tools and the inventory rooms 
where I carry all my supplies, deep freeze and all our vegetables, 
groceries we put away, all went down the river. My tractor I just 
bought it for $1,800; it went down the river. Spray rig, all those 
things went down the river and they were all put up, they were put up 
at 28 feet. 

The 1927 flood run at about 28 feet and they thought that was the 
granddaddy of them all, so we built and a lot of people built on that 
plain down there at 24 to 27 feet, but this time we were hurt and it 
was the houses coming down, the buildings coming down the river that 
hit into these places, ripped out posts, wire, ripped the orchards, pulled 
the trees out with them and dug up the ground and the soil. It’s floods 
of that magnitude. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you. 

Senator NeuperGer. Have you been able to restore the soil? Will 
you be able to restore the soil that was washed away ? 

Mr. Kasworm. In this case I did some of it. Through the soil, 
through the Federal Government we got, we were allowed up to $50 
an acre to relevel and I put a drain through and I pulled all the high 
ground up from the highway and filled my low spots where the water 
took the land out up to 4 feet for a long, for a width of say 300 feet in 
there and I filled that all wp and I’m praying that we never have 
another flood until I can get a cover crop or grass in there next year 
and I’ll put it into sod right away so that it will not erode and then 
if we get flood control I can go back in that portion with high produc- 
tivity crops. 

In str: awberries this year I got 81% tons to the acre and the Jabor 
alone was $2,000. It was a thousand dollars for direct picking, $600 
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for weeding and then there was other labor. That money is lost to 
that community. You’d be surprised how many people in southern 
Oregon depend on the vegetable and fruit farmers for an opportunity 
for their children to make money during the summer 

Senator Neusercer. One other question: Mr. Kasworm, in conclud- 
ing your statement to us you said, speaking of salmon and steelhead, 
these fish are almost extinct in the Rogue River and its tributaries. 

Mr. Kasworm. We believe it; I’m on the riverbank. 

Senator Neusercer. How do you account for the testimony we had 
this morning from Mr. Woodward, of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
I won’t read it all, but it 

Mr. Kasworm (interposing). I heard it. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, it goes on for a substantial number of 
pages discussing fish runs in the Rogue River and then he says: 





The total run of chinook salmon entering the river each year is estimated to 
be 81,000 fish of which 29,000 are “springs” and 52,000 are “falls.” The calcula- 
tions result in an estimated annual run to the river of about 6,250 silver salmon 
and 37,000 steelhead trout. 

Mr. Kasworm. You divide that number of fish with the amount of 
fishermen and you can see what percentage that each one gets. In 
fact, they almost put your picture in the paper in this country if you 

catch a salmon; 81,000 fish, some of them have to go through to spawn, 
and so how many thousand are actually caught? Is there a record of 
how many actual thousand are caught by all the fishermen that come 
here to fish? That’s what I said it takes, you have to be extremely 
shiftless and lazy to afford to be able to stay on the riverbank. I’ve 
stayed for days and never caught one. I’m a farmer so I’m prejudiced 
to farming and for the good of the community, but I do love recreation 
and I think it should be i improved. 

Senator Neusercer. The only reason I ask this question is this: 
You realize that a committee of Congress has to be guided to some 
extent by facts, and you have said that they are almost extinct and 
the representative here today of the Wildlife Service has said that 
there are 81,000 salmon and nearly 40,000 steelhead trout, so that is a 
conflict between his testimony and yours. 

Mr. Kasworm. That is true, but I have been in rivers where 80,000 
would, they don’t think of that, that wouldn’t be any fish. 

Senator NEuBERGER. What rivers are those / 

Mr. Kasworm. Those across up there at Columbia, for instance. 

Senator Nevsercer. Of course you can’t compare a river of the 
volume of the Columbia, which is the second greatest water system in 
our country, with the Rogue River, isn’t that true ? 

Mr. Kasworm. That’s true, but 81,000 salmon is not a tremendous 
amount of salmon. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, you know when Mr. Woodward 
was talking, testifying this morning that very thing occurred to me 
and on page 8 of his testimony there you will find this statement, and 


I quote: 


In the whole basin, about 206,000 fish were caught annually by 177,000 days of 
fishing effort. 


That is, he means to say that they caught just a little more than 1 fish 
a day for 177,000 fishing days. "That “doesn’t look like there are very 
many fish caught there if it means what I think it means. If I’m mis- 
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taken I’d like to have somebody tell me what that means. What do 
you say, Senator Wofford ¢ 

Senator Worrorp. I think you are correct. I think it means exactly 
what you said. 

Senator Barretrr. It seems to substantiate your statement here 

Mr. Kasworm. The idea, as I heard those numbers, I always wanted 
to know how many fish were in this Rogue River. How can people 
come down here and spend $4 million to take a chance at catching, say 
a lot of them have to get through, and so forth, 20,000 fish. How ma V 
people would have to spend $4 million in the Rogue River to catch 
that many fish? I think we are being duped into thinking that the 
conservationists and those are putting their thoughts too high. They 
want to get out in front. Us farmers want to be up in front, too, so 
let us both settle down and maybe tell the truth. 

I lost a lot of money in this flood. My heart went out. I worked 
for many years. The people of Rogue River—I’m probably one of 
the hardest working farmers, or men, that God ever put in that com 
munity and I’m conscientious; I try to give work to the peop le of t] 
community. I also try to make a living, and it’s pretty hard to mak 
a living farming these days, but I do, and I give a lot of work to peo 
p le and those people need that work, and I’m not the only one. There's 
a lot of other farmers that do the same thing. I’m just talking about 
myself. I’m not the only individual that’s doing that. 

‘Senator Neusercer. We know that and we know that you and some 
others like you have suffered greatly in this disaster which struck last 
year, whic -h could occur again. What I was trying to get at was th 
difference in views between yourself and the wildlife people because 
we ni have somewhere along the line, have to arrive at the actual facts 

Kasworm. I think, I hope you do. I hope they water that 
aoe until they find out just about—and if those figures should | 
able to give you some idea as to just how good the fishing is in the 
Rogue River, and I think it could be improved greatly. 

Senator Barrerr. I’d like to ask this gentleman a quesetion. | 
think he’s a very successful businessman here in this line of work out 
here from his testimony. I’m sure that is the fact. It occurred to me 
that we Members of the Senate here are somewhat interested in this 
thing from the Federal Government standpoint. What I'd like to 
know is how much did the Government lose in taxes on this flood out 
here last year ? 

Mr. Kasworm. Well, I haven’t got my taxes back. You're supposed 
to get $500 back but the Government is kind of slow. They said they 
would give it right back to us but I haven’t gotten it yet. I kind of 
need it from back taxes, and they’re going to look forward to it for 
a while. The Government must have lost considerable in income taxes 
along this river. The county lost because I got a hundred-dolla 
reduction this year and I should have gotten $200 reduction in prop 
perty tax because they said I only lost 25 percent of my values. | 
could have sold out for $30,000 a few years ago. I can’t get $10,000 
for the place now and I still got to make a living off of it. 

Senator Barretrr. How many people are there like you along that 
river ? 

Mr. Kasworm. Well, there was a lot of them down at Grants Pass 
area. Mr. Hilton can tell you those that farm whose hop yards an 
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bulbs and mints and everything down that way. Up the river, the 
Rogue River area, we were hit hard. A lot of dairymen were hit hard. 
You go on up to Gold Hill, Sams Valley, all along the river, at Shady 
Grove, over in American Gate, up Evans V alley, there were just a 
lot of people hurt. I was probably one of the hardest hit in Rogue 
River. You know, when a man’s got a lot he loses a lot. I just hap- 
pened to have a lot and I lost it. “That was all from hard work. 

Senator Neupercer. And there was no reimbursement other than 
taxes / 

Mr. Kasworm. I got $922 from Red Cross to help me rehabilitate 
my tractor and spray rig so I could go out and go to work; and the 
other rehabilitation [’m promised to ret some of that money back. I 
jus st spent $824 for leveling that piec e of ground, $1,500 putting in 
a drain and I have a promise from the county soil conservation, PMA, 
to p robably get around $1,200 of that $2,500, or $3,000 back, plus a lot 
of hard wor k. 

Senator Neusercer. I’m sure it was hard work. 

Mr. Kasworm. And it will be 6 years before that 10-acre field will 
be back in production. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you think the flood-insurance proposal of 
the Federal Government will help you any ? 

Mr. Kasworm. I’m very interested in flood insurance and disaster 
insurance. I was thinking of disaster insurance. Something could 
be done where we could take out disaster insurance, whether it be 
flood, somebody take out for tornado, everybody would take it out 
if it was cheap enough and then it would be like auto insurance. If 
everybody took it out it wouldn’t cost very much. 

Senator Neupercer. I was particularly interested because of this 
Rogue River disaster and while I’m not on the committee that studied 
the bill, I read the whole volume of testimony on the flood insurance 
and evidently according to the private insurance people who testified, 
it’s impossible for them to st: vy solvent and write flood insurance be- 
cause the only people who would take out flood insurance would be in 
areas of danger, and whereas fire is universal and whether you’re in 
Death Valley or the District of Columbia, you can be in danger of fire 
and it averages out to make it profitable for private insurance com- 
panies to underwrite it. But I was referring to this bill, if you are 
at all familiar with it, the Federal Government, and the other Senators 
will correct me, I think, would absorb up to 40 percent of the difference 
between the actuarial cost of writing flood insurance and what the 
private companies could undertake. 

Senator Hruska. Provided the State would also assume a propor- 
tionate share after the first 2 years, so really what we’d have to know 
before we ask this witness whether or not he’s in favor of that 
insurance is, how much would it cost him. 

Mr. Kasworm. I have watched this in the Senate hearings and 
that and I’m looking forward to flood insurance, and I know that 
the problem is that everybody that would be in jeopardy like we are, 
of course I’m only in jeopardy : say once every 50 to 75 years up there 
where I am because I’m high enough. I didn’t build right down in 
the river. We'd take it out, and if it could be down to say a 3-percent 
premium, 4-percent, 5 at the most, we could take it, but at 25-percent 
premium is just impossible. 
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Senator Hruska. Of course the people over the 35-foot level there 
wouldn’t be interested in it at all. 

Mr. Kasworm. That’s right, they wouldn’t be interested. 

Senator Barrerr. Most of the burden would fall on you and the 
State and the Federal Government, and it would be a substantial stake 
that the State would have in it. 

Mr. Kasworm. I was interested in the disaster insurance. ‘Then 
everybody would want disaster insurance because a tree might fall on 
their houses and that would get them in, tornado or cyclone, but just 
flood insurance, then it leaves e verybody out, but sae ter insurance, 
they might come in. 

Senator Worror p. The difficulty about the flood-insurance proposi 
tion is the fact that, as I saw it, and I took quite an interest in it too, 
because down to the beaches you know, it was a fact that the State had 
to agree to pay a proportionate share at the expiration of 2 years. 

Senator Neupercer. | think it was one-half; 50 percent. 

senator W OFFORD. W hich was the difference between what is Lue 
established price, but what I was worried about in my State of South 
Carolina, is only this little cove where they have beach houses and a 
few bus inesses would be affected and our legislature simply did not 

vant to appropr iate that mone y and our people can’t benefit from it. 
1" ‘at's our trouble, and that’s the difficul lty about that. That is the 
one thing that I objected to. 

Mr. Kasworm. Couldn’t we get disaster insurance ? 

Senator Worrorpb. No. 

Mr. Kasworm. I mean disaster that covered cyclones and tornadoes. 

senator Worrorp. No. 

Senator Hruska. We’ve got that, at reasonable rates because of the 
fact you mentioned, enough people that take that type of insurance to 
average out and the cost is spre: ad, but as soon as you get into this other 
restricted field of. risk, then you get into a different situation. 

Mr. Kasworm. Dams or flood control or something, reservoirs, is our 
best insurance on the Rogue. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. We certainly appreci- 
ate the valuable information you have brought us here today, Mr. Kas- 
worm. Mr. A. A. Walker, member of the flood-control commission. 


STATEMENT OF A. A. WALKER, MEMBER, BOARD OF THE ROGUE 
BASIN FLOOD CONTROL COMMISSION 


Mr. Waker. Mr. Chairman, committee members, I happen to be 

| of a 16-man board of the Rogue Basin Flood Control Commission 

od I present 2 briefs, 1 from the city of Gold Hill, that is simply for 
confirmation is all, and there is 1 from the Gold Hill Lions Club. 

I am not here to testify but I should like to deal in generalities to a 
certam extent, if you will permit me. I was born and raised on the 
Rogue River, and I’ve been on the banks of it for some 63 years. It’s 
been brought out from previous testimony the fact that boating of the 
people out of this river during flood conditions. To my knowledge 
there’s been previous floods when people were taken out in boats, not 
simply according to this picture over this bridge, but in the flood here 
listed in 1907 I remember quite vividly when the waters of the Rogue 
River were higher, and I should make an aflidavit to that effect, at Gold 
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Hill, because the water was within 12 inches of the railroad-track 
bridge which is still standing there and at 1:30 in the morning my 
father, in company with other people, went across that railroad bridge 
and boated people out on higher ground that was surrounded by water 
and that ground is still standing at the present time and water was in 
around that during this flood. 

That goes to show that really these floodwaters are nothing new be- 
cause we've had them since I was a boy. It’s listed several times over 
in this record here that we’ve had heavy floodwaters. That flood was 
No. 3, I presume. 

I should like to deal in generalities to a certain extent relative to the 
fishing in the Rogue River. As I say, I was born and raised on the 
river and I think I know quite a bit about the fishing for salmon and 
steelhead. Up until the year 1934, I was a very ardent fisherman. I 
went on this river asa boy when only 15 or 16 years old and you would 

catch fish out of this river, salmon and steelhead and tier them up like 
you would cordwood. As a matter of fact, it was really sport them 
days. We had big, long cane poles about 20 feet long and used big No. 
4 spinners and it was nothing to catch fish. It was really the life. 

I’ve caught as high as a hundred, I and my brother, 110 trout, when 
there was no limit on it at that time, underneath the railroad bridge. 

Senator Neupercer. You don’t need to worry, the statute of limita- 
tions has run since 1934. 

Mr. Waker. But the thing is, I’m trying to correlate a situation 
- at existed in earlier days that should ‘exist today in our fish and 

game commission—I’m not trying to place anyone on the spot, but 
sist dealing in generalities—if our fish and game commission and 
those that have it in their power to deal with this fishing proposition 
have not tended to keep up with the times and keep these fish in the 
river. 

Lr ma good deal like the previous testimony—it isn’t worth fishing. 
That’s why I quit fishing, because you go out there and spend hours 
and days and you don’t cate *h any fish. 

I conclusively will say that I don’t care if you build dams in this 
river; you can ‘t hurt the fishing much worse than it is, because nobody 
catches any fish. They do pay money to try, and we do have lots of 
tourists. I run a cafe in Gold Hill at the present time, and I deal 
with tourists. Sure, I like to take their money, and they come here 
to try and catch fish, but for every one that catches a fish there’s hun- 
dreds of them that go out of the valley here and say, “Where’s the fish 
at in the Rogue River.” But there was a time that those fish were 
here, and, as I say, there’s something lacking. 

I think that possibly we might be able to activate this fishing if 
there was some dams built. They have in the Sacramento River. I 
have some very dear friends that live at Sacramento and they just 
bide their time to take their boats and come up and fish in the Shasta 
Dam. They used to live right on Rogue River here, and he didn’t 
fish because he couldn’t catch any fish, but he sure catches fish in 
Shasta Dam. 

Whether we correlate that situation to what exists here if we should 
have flood control I don’t know. That’s up to the Army engineers, 
but I do know definitely—and I’m very glad to give this information 
to this committee—that fishing is not what it should be in the Rogue 
River. That's all I have to say, sir. 
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Senator Neusercer. Thank you very, very much. We appreciate 


vour statement, Mr. Walker. Any questions ‘ 


Senator Barrerr. That was a very fine statement. 
(The documents referred to by Mr. Walker are as follows:) 


City OF GoLD HILL 

Whom This May Concern: 

Prevention of wasteful and disastrous flood conditions on the upper Rogue 
River is of paramount interest to the city of Gold Hill. 

Gold Hill, situated as it is on the bank of the Rogue River and on a major 
Stute highway and on the Southern Pacific Railroad, is dependent upon the 
coutinuous operation of said highway and railroad. Flood conditions on the 
Rogue River in 1955 and at other times have closed highways and railroad and 
interferred with business and social activities in Gold Hill. 

The Gold Hill trading area extends up and down the Rogue River beyond the 

ity limits for several miles and the city is interested in the business the out- 
of-town people bring into the city. Such areas along the Rogue River are subject 
to flood damage, and fertile farmlands and buildings so destroyed are difficult or 
impossible to replace. 

The city of Gold Hill suffers inconvenience and financial loss from floodwaters 
interferring with the normal operation of its water-supply and sewage-disposal 
systems. 

The ability of this area to accommodate increases in population and support 
farm, mine, and lumber industries is very dependent upon the prevention of 
future Rogue River flood damage. 

The city of Gold Hill urges that positive and prompt action to control Rogue 
River damage be taken by the governmental agencies that have in their hands 
the responsibility of controlling flood damages on the rivers and streams of our 

ountry. 


Yours truly, 
Fioyp A. LANCE, 


Acting Mayor of Gold Hill. 
Ferp W. JONES, 
City Recorder. 


GOLD HILL CLuB, LIONS INTERNATION AL 


lo Whom It May Concern: 
Whereas the disastrous flood of December 1955 in the Rogue River Basin was 
i Very serious threat to the well being of all people of the basin and presented 
a great loss of much valuable agricultural land; and 
Whereas all civic and public-welfare groups and service clubs were operating 
as a unit in helping them at that time; and 
Whereas the Gold Hill Lions Club as an active service club of this area, did 
take an active part to protect life and property: Therefore be it 
Resolved, That we urge the proper authorities of the United States Government 
to act at once in taking the proper steps so that the fear of future flood damage 
can be looked upon with a surety of some protection for both the life of the 
jwople and the saving of valuable land to many of our residents of the Rogue 
River Basin. 
DELIER WALKER, 
President. 
NEAL P. SMITH, 
Secretary. 


Senator Nreupercer. Is Mr. C. J. Campbell of the Oregon State 
Grame Commission here / 


STATEMENT OF C. J. CAMPBELL, OREGON STATE GAME COMMISSION 


Mr. Camppnetn. The statement is brief and with your permission I 
will read it. 

Mr. Chairman and committee members, my name is C. J. Camp- 
bell, and I represent the Oregon State Game Commission. 
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The primary responsibility of the game commission is the manage- 
ment of the fish and wildlife of the State and includes protection, 
preservation, propagation, and promotion of game fish, animals, and 
birds. The fish and wildlife resource is renewable and is capable of 
indefinite continuance, but it is a product of the land and water and is 
affected for better or worse by manipulations and use of land and 
water. 

The physical characteristics of the Rogue watershed and the value 
to the people of the basin, the State, and the Nation are adequately 
covered by other speakers and in other sources available to the com- 
mittee, so we will not reiterate these matters here. Suffice it to say 
that the Rogue River supports an anadromous and resident fishery 
resource of nationwide renown, and the values of this resource—eco- 
nomic and esthetic—are too great to be jeopardized. 

We are aware of the desirability of flood reduction and of summer- 
flow maintenance in the Rogue River system. We believe and hope 
these ends can be accomplished in a way that will aid rather than 
injure the valuable fishery resource. As in the past, our position is 
that high main-stem dams across the migration route of the salmon 
and steelhead would cause irreparable damage to those runs, and that 
other methods can and will be found that would more nearly serve all 
interests in the basin. 

We know that the Corps of Engineers is making a flood-contro] 
study on the Rogue, and we will cooperate where possible in that sur- 
vey. We will await its conclusions with interest and will comment on 
them when they are made. The project, or projects, suggested will 
have to be carefully analyzed from a fish and wildlife standpoint and 
our position on such projects would be determined by this analysis. 

We would like to suggest that the maintenance and development of 
fish and wildlife be made one of the purposes of any water-control 
project studied. Asa part of the projects, fish and w ildlife production 
could receive consideration with other beneficial uses of water rather 
than being looked upon as being in conflict with them. 

In conclusion, we realize the desirability of flood control, and also 
of maintenance of flows during the summer and fall. We believe 
thorough study can devise means of accomplishing these ends without 
damage to valuable fish and wildlife, but that high main-stem dams 
will not do so. We will be glad to work closely with planning and 
construction agencies on the problem i in the Rogue River watershed. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. C ampbell. Senator Wofford ? 
Senator Hruska ¢ 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Campbell, you say: 

Fish and wildlife production could receive consideration with other beneficial 
uses of water rather than being looked upon as being in conflict with them. 

Of course it depends on the degree of beneficial use of water, doesn’t 
it? Would you say that development of power to its maximum in this 
river basin would be in conflict with fish and wildlife production ¢ 

Mr. Campsety. Our State law, one of the most recent State laws 
does give fish and wildlife as a beneficial use of water, and it does not 
set priority beyond domestic and livestock use, it does not state priori- 
ties. In other words, that law feels that the individual circumstances 
or the area involved would determine the priority of beneficial use in 
it rather than setting it up dogmatically for the whole area or the 
whole State. 
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Senator Hruska. That is a law which is general in its application 
and covers the whole State. Now apart from that law, is there any 
conflict? You say it should be looked upon as being, that the develop- 
ment of fish and wildlife production should receive consideration with 
other beneficial uses rather than being in conflict with them. My ques- 
tion is this: Is the maximum deve lopme nt of power in the Rogue River 
Valley here in conflict with fish and wildlife production ¢ 

Mr. Campre.L. To get every kilowatt of electric energy that is po- 
tentially in the Rogue—I’m not an engineer now, I’m guessing—but it 
would probably require a number of dams all the way down, the maxi- 
mum use of all the fall to get the entire potential, and I believe that 
would definitely be in conflict with the maintenance of anadromous 
fisheries in the Rogue; yes. 

Senator Barrerr. Excuse me just a moment. As I understood your 
statement you indicated that even one dam on the main stem would 
interfere with the anadromous fish, did you not! 

Senator Neupercer. High dam. 

Senator Barrerr. High dam on the main stem. 

Mr. Camesetu. Yes; | believe it would. 

Senator Barrerr. That’s what you’re talking about when you’re 
talking about the maximum production of electricity. It takes a high 
dam to do that. Just one dam, let alone a series of them, would inter- 
fere, according to your testimony. 

Mr. Campsett. Perhaps | misunderstood what you meant by “maxi- 
mum power production.’ 

Senator Hruska. Now, of -ourse, if there were some way of develop 
ing means to preserve these fish runs in spite of those high dams, 
would you then say that that conflict disappeared ¢ 

Mr. Campsex.. It’s a hypothetical situation. If the dams were 
built and there were some way known and applied so there was no 
loss of fish, of course the conflict would disappear. That situation, 
unfortunately, is not with us today. 

Senator Hruska. That effort has been made on the Columbia. 

Mr. Campseu. It’s being made. 

Senator Hruska. We don’t know the results of it yet, do we? It’s 
a little early to know what the results are. 

Mr. Campsetu. In my opinion, it is certainly early to say they are 
going to be entirely successful ; yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Campbell, what is your position with the 
game commission 4 

Mr. Camrsety. I’m chief of the basin investigation of that organi- 
zation. . 

Senator Nrusercer. Are you a biologist ? 

Mr. Campse.u. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrupercer. The reason I asked that by way of background 
is this: That in your brief testimony for us today, and we appreci ate 
your coming here, you referred to “the valuable fishery resources, 
then you el: tborated some. Now we have he ard from people who live 
along the Rogue in both agriculture and business who deprecated and 
minimized the extent of fish and aquatic life in the Rogue Rive r today. 
I'd like to get from you, as a biologist who is involved in this with the 
appropriate State agency, just what the situation is about the existence 
of migratory fish, salmon and steelhead, in the Rogue River today. 
You were here when these other people testified ; weren't you? 
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Mr. Camppett. Yes, sir. The last several years are showing a trend 
of increase in the spring Chinook salmon. Those are the spring 
Chinook mostly gone above Gold Ray Dam and the trend in the last 
4, 4 years shows an increase. They are not up to what they were 
historically, that’s true, but I think they are showing an increase, 
if that trend continues, and we are doing everything we can to make 
it continue. 

Senator Neupercer. Do you think the fish runs in the Rogue are 
substantial or small ? 

Mr. Campsetu. I think they are substantial. 

Senator Neunercer. Would you agree more or less with the figures 
presented by Mr. Woodward of the Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Mr. Camppett. Yes, sir; I would. 

Senator Neusercer. You think those are approximately accurate ? 

Mr. Campsetu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nevgercer. Now let me just ask you this, then: You know 
the people who have come here and whom you have heard, people, as 
t say, in agriculture and business, and so on. Those people want to 
give us what to them at least is a true picture. Why do you think they 
say that there are hardly any fish left in the Rogue? Just what causes 
the situation on which they base their information ? 

Mr. Campseti. Some of them—that is a very difficult question to 
answer, Senator. Some of those people perhaps are not fishermen and 
haven't fished and don’t look at the river from that viewpoint, and may 
well be able to say they don’t know of fish in the Rogue. I have he: ird 
people under oath in fact testify that there were no salmon in the 
Cowlitz River. I don’t know why they would do that because I am 
equally convinced that there are fish in the Cowlitz River. I have run 
into similar instances in other places. I know to my own satisfaction 
that there is a substantial population of salmon and steelhead in the 
Rogue River, and I would so testify. I wouldn’t know the reasoning 
of other witnesses testifying to other statements. 

Senator Nreusercer. But again, to repeat, it is your opinion that the 
conclusions of Mr. Woodward on this question were substantially 
accurate? 

Mr. Camppety. Yes, sir; corroborated. 

Senator Barretr. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could ask, you heard 
Mr. Walker testify a moment or 2 ago when he was a boy 15 years old 
he caught 120 fish in 1 day out there in that river. Would you say 
he’s a fisherman or not ? 

Mr. Campsetu. He sure was then. 

Senator Barrerr. He had a lot of experience and he says there aren’t 
any fish there now. 

Mr. Campsetu. I still agree with Mr. Woodward’s figures. We 
helped compile them. 

Senator Barretr. It might be according to where Mr. Woodward 
was working. Maybe he wasn’t working up in this end of the Rogue 
River. 

Mr. Campsett. They had men who covered the valley quite thor- 
oughly. I think their 1956 report is available to you gentlemen. 

Senator Barrer. I don’t know anything about the Rogue River up 
here, I’ll say that, Mr. Campbell, but let me tell you something. I was 
Governor of Wyoming several years back and one time we used to have 
about 30,000 applications for fishing in our State. Now we have 








; 
3 


ROGUE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL S3 


150,000 applications for fishing and we don’t have the fish down in 
Wyoming that we used to have, either. We've got more people work 
ing, and so we’ve got a much bigger pressure on the streams and they 
are taking these fish out now, that's all there is to it. 

Mr. Campsett. I believe we had around 70,000 fishing licenses 
1935 and over 300,000 today in this State. 

Senator Barrerr. Pretty much the same average. 

Mr. Campse.. It’s the picture of very rapidly increasing pressure. 

Senator Barrerr. The pressure is terrific, there’s no question about 
it, and I think that these gentlemen here that are testifying are nearer 
correct than the experts. I'll tell you that because that’s the history 
down in our Sate. They are just not getting the fish; the fish are not 
there. We've got to find some way to put some fish in these streams 
so these tourists that come through can get one. They haven't got 
several days to stick around and try to catch a fish. 

Senator Neupercer. Which is the greater fishing river, Mr, Camp- 
bell, river for numbers of fish, the Rogue or the Deschutes ¢ 

Mr. Campse.tu. The Rogue has a larger number of anadromous fish 
than the Deschutes. 

Senator Neupercer. Is it a larger river or are they about the same 
size in volume? 

Mr. Campsett. I believe the Deschutes carries a little more flow 
at the mouth but the large tributaries come in at the end, Metolius 
and Crooked River carry a good share of the year around flow of th 
Deschutes. The upper area is not available to anadromous fish. 

Senator Neusercer. Most of them go up the Metolius ? 

Mr. Campsetyi. A large number of them, yes. Some go up Crooked 
River. There’s a number go above the Metolius, Squaw Creek, into 
the main stem itself. 

Senator Nrusercer. We thank you for coming here today and rep- 
resenting the Oregon State Game Commission, Mr. Campbell, very 
much. 

Mr, CAMPBELL. I appreciate the opportunity. 

Senator Nrupercer. We are grateful to you for coming. Mrs. Nola 
Halpin, of Morrison’s Fi ishing Lodge. Is Mrs. Halpin here? She 
isn’t here so we'll go on to the next person. Audie and Frank Terry. 
Are either of them here? Mrs. Betty Waller Bamforth, secretary of 
the Boosters Club. Is Mrs. Bamforth here? Mr. William B. Morse, 
Wildlife Management Institute of America. Mr. Morse is from 
Portland. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. MORSE, FIELD REPRESENTATIVE, 
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Morse. Mr. Chairman, honorable gentlemen, I am William 
B. Morse, field representative of the W ildlife Man: igement Institute, 
a private. nonprofit membership organization dedicated to the better 
management and wise utilization “of renewable natural resources. 
The institute is one of the oldest national conservation organizations 
in this country. 

We are here today to present testimony on development of the 
Rogue River. As so often happens, the various conservation organi- 
zations are handic ‘capped. No concrete proposals for development have 
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been made. Effects of any development program on fish and wild- 
life can be evaluated only when the details of a specific project or 
yrojects are known. There are, however, a number of facts about the 
amas River Basin which we wish to call to your attention . 

Fishery-and-wildlife resources in the basin are valuable. Businesses 
which cater to anglers and hunters represent a capital investment of 
over $10 million in the Rogue River Basin. The recent national survey 
by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service shows that the hunters 
and anglers of this country spend nearly $3 billion a year for their 
sport. The world-famous Rogue River surely receives well above the 
average expenditure for similar sized river systems elsewhere in the 
country. You can see that recreation is big business here, and it will 
get even bigger as populations grow and leisure time increases. These 
values require that every consideration be given to protecting the 
fishery-and-wildlife resources in the basin. Projects should be de- 
signed to mitigate losses to fish and wildlife, and construction agencies 
should be prepared to make restitution for all damages that occur to 
fish and wildlife as a result of the development program. 

Dams on the main stem of the Rogue River would injure fishery 
resources. Such dams are probably the most damaging development 
that could be undertaken. We will continue to oppose such dams and 
we will actively support the objections of the Oregon Game Commis- 
sion and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service to main-stream 
dams. ‘Together with these agencies and interested private organiza- 
tions we will continue our vital interest in the Rogue River. We wish 
to examine plans on specific development proposals before we make 
specific comments. 

The national private conservation organizations will concur in our 
objections to main-stem dams, and in our insistence that every con- 
sideration be given to the famous fish-and-wildlife resources of the 
Rogue River. Thank you for your courtesy. 

ee Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Morse. Any questions? Mr. 
Morse, I’d like to ask you one question. Do you—you heard the testi- 
mony, the people talking about these disastrous floods, particularly 
the recent one in 1955—do you have any ideas as to how this might be 
reconciled, the plight and problem and potential peril that these 
people feel and have experienced, and the question of the fish migra- 
tions in the Rogue River? Now, you and some of the other biologists 
have testified that main dams on the main stem would be disastrous for 
the fish runs, and yet we have this problem of the floods. What do you 
think can be done / 

Mr. Morse. Well, I think that’s up to you gentlemen. The more 
you hear all sides of the problem and come up w vith your decision—we 
feel that probably alternative development on the tributaries might 
be a ee or a partial solution. We are not opposed to flood con- 
trol. I don’t think any feeling group would be. You can’t be. I 
believe progress is here to stay, but we are also interested in these 
resources and the interest in the Rogue River goes far beyond even 
the State of Oregon. It’s world famous, probably more so than any 
other river system in this State, at least, but I think that every possi- 
ble alternative development should be explored. That appears to be 
what will be undertaken by this interagency committee which we heard 
testimony in this morning. 
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Senator Neupercer. That’s what we are trying to do, but it’s diffi- 
— you know, because many years have gone by—I think Mr. Line- 

aver mentioned 20 years of study and perhaps more—and still there 
ias been nothing done on the Rogue because of this conflict. But we 
thank you very much for coming here. 

Senator Worrorp. Mr. Morse, may I ask you this: Would the type 
of flood that was suffered in December of 1955 have its adverse effect 
on the fishing industry and on the fishing habitat / 

Mr. Morse. Sir, I don’t think that ?’m qualified to answer that. 
[t’s possible that it could. Whether it did or not, I don’t know. 

Senator Worrorp. I mean in general. 

Mr. Morse. Sometimes floods can be damaging, there can be no 
question, wash out gravel—whether this one was or the Rogue River 
system is capable of damage by floods I’m not in a position to answer. 

Senator Worrorp. May I ask of those witnesses who testified previ- 
ously; now the previous one, Mr. Campbell perhaps or maybe some 
one else, would you have any thoughts on that? Is Mr. Campbell 
here ¢ 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF C. J. CAMPBELL 


Mr. Camppetut. Yes, I have some thoughts on it. We've studied 
that question to some degree, quite a degree. We’ve had men inter- 
ested in the Rogue for a number of years and sometimes scouring 
floods will injure eggs and larval fish in the gravel or wash some of 
them out. Some small fish are sometimes stranded over the bank. I 
believe there is some damage in heavy floods to fish life which is one 
of the reasons that we are not opposing flood control as such. We 
believe that we will gain from the right kind of flood control just as 
well as everybody else. 

Senator Hruska. I’m glad to get that aspect of it. I didn’t think 
with such a large movement of water under those circumstances it 
would have to do considerable damage to the bed stream and every- 
thing else and I just wondered how much it would affect it. 

Mr. Campsetnt. Our point is we want the type of flood control that 
will maintain something that could be damaged if there were a flood. 

Senator Neuspercer. These two men who engage in the field of 
biology are here. I'd like to ask first, Mr. Campbell, if I can, about 
these comments that have been made about the fishing being in iprove d 
in the Sacramento River as a result of Shasta Dam and the develop- 
ment there. Is it possible that this could be a precedent for any im- 
prove ment in the Rogue River? Are you familiar with what happened 
in the § Sacr amento ¢ 

Mr. Campsenyt. Generally, yes, sir. I believe that the developments 
on the Sacramento have aided the fish populations in that stream 
and will continue to do so as long as the situation Stays as it is. |] 
don’t know the situation well enough to qualify as an expert on it. I 
think there are possibilities that with complete development Shast 
may be drawn down by the fall of the year to the point where see 
will be warm water going into the Sacramento River. That would 
change the picture to the detriment of the salmon if that occurred, 

As applying i it to the Rogue River, I doubt very much if the physical 
topogr aphie al situation is such that it could have a par: allel situation. 

Senator Neupercer. Could you just very briefly explain why ? 
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Mr. Camrevetn. I don’t believe there is sufficient basin that could 
be dammed to make as big a reservoir to hold sufficient water to do the 
trick as they have there in the Shasta, nor enough major tributaries in- 
volved in the stream system. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you very a Mr. Campbell. Any 
other questions of either Mr. Morse or Mr. Campbell? Thank you 
very much, both you gentlemen. 

There was a gentleman, I’m informed by Senator Wofford, who 
held up his hand when Senator Hruska asked for an opinion about the 
impact of floods on fish and aquatic life. Do you want to give us 
a little benefit of your experience in this respect, sir? 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF BEN HILTON 


Mr. Hirron. I’m Ben Hilton; I testified before. I have a ranch 
just below the confluence of American Gate and Rogue River, and 
after this flood I went down over the place and it was literally covered 
with salmon and steelhead that had washed out of gravel and settled 
over this ranch when the river went down, so there’s bound to be a 
tremendous impact on 4-year-hence run of fish. These fish live in 4- 
year cycles, and those eggs that were out on the farmland will not be 
fish that will be coming back 4 years hence. 

Now you couldn't shovel these eggs up, but they were almost as 
thick as you would sow wheat in certain areas and that covers about 
180 acres in that area. What happened above and below I can’t say. 

Senator Nevsercer. Thank you, Mr. Hilton. I think it’s useful 
to have that in the record and we appreciate your indicating your 
knowledge. 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, may I make a little statement ? 
It’s necessary for me to leave here now to catch a plane to get back 
to Cheyenne by morning and I want to say that I have enjoved par- 
ticipating in these hearings and I am much better informed on the 
problem out here than I was before, although I had made some study 
of the situation before I came out. 

I am very much impressed with the great difficulty of tr ying to co- 
ordinate the different problems of the Rogue River and it is obv iously 
an impossibility to have maximum irrigation and power development 
and also at the same time to protect against floods and to preserve 
the fishing industry and the sport fishing on that river, all at the same 
time. 

I am impressed with the statements that several of these witnesses 
made here today that, of course, you’ve got to take first things first 
and No. 1, self- -preservation, is the first law of nature, and, of course, 
we've got to be concerned with the preservation of human life along 
that stream. There isn’t any two ways about that, and you can’t 
help but be governed to a certain extent also by these people who find 
their life savings are jeopardized by these floods that come along, so 
I think that the approach made here by the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Army engineers, to give this river a final going over here by all 
of the various agencies inter ested, working in accord and coordinating 
together is probably the best approach. 

But I believe that the time has come for action and they ought to 
get the problem resolved in their own way as soon as possible, and 
of course, after all is said and done, why the responsibility is with 
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the Congress to make the final decision, and I think that our committee 
will be in a position to collaborate with the Public Works Committee 
on this and to come up with the answer that we think is best for the 
people of these counties that are atfected, the people of this State, the 
people of this country. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and if you will excuse me 
[ll be on my way. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you and we wish you a safe return and 

b rapesst holiday season. We greatly appreciate your coming and 

ing our people ‘here the benefit of your attention. 


"The next witness is Mr. Robert M. Saylor, of Grants Pass, Oreg. 
= Mr. Saylor here? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. SAYLOR, GRANTS PASS, OREG. 


Mr. Saytor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will present my state- 
nent, if 1 may, and then [ would like to comment on the Sacramento 
River situation and the immediately past discussion of the damage 
that might have been, or was caused by the flood to the fish population. 

Flood control of the waters of the Rogue River should, in my 
opinion, be of vital concern to every person in the State of Oregon, 
ind even in the entire United States. This hearing, undoubtedly, will 
nclude testimony which will touch upon many phases of the question 
to prove that statement. I shall stress the importance from the stand- 

oint of a couple of Californians who, for over 30 years, worked toward 

ie goal of retiring in the Rogue River area that they might enjoy 
the steelhead fishing and outdoor livi ing which the river r affords. 

We are not armchair fishermen. Hi: aving fished the Rogue inter- 
nittently since 1920, we have witnessed the gradual depletion of steel- 
head, salmon, and trout, and an increase in population of suckers and 
arp. In that, Mr. Chairman, I am not guessing; I know whereof 
I speak. We believe we know what has brought this about, and will 
enumerate some of the causes: 

1. Intensive logging operations, however vital to the economy, have 
so affected the basin watershed that there has been an ever-increasing 
number of flash floods which scour the spawning beds and carry untold 
millions of fertile salmon and steelhead eggs to their destruction. 

Erosion of the cutover forest has increased the mud and silt 
content of the river, to the detriment of the game-fish population. 

}. Quick run-off of water and the decrease of shaded area in the 
watershed has raised the water temperature in the warm months to 
such an extent that game fish cannot be supported. 

4, Increase in the number of resident anglers. 

Increase in travel and the resultant number of. nonresident 
anglers. 

6. And not the least, the spinning reel and dependable outboard 
motors are putting a heavy strain on such fishing as is left. 

Flood control, in my opinion, will eliminate the first 3 enumerated 
causes, and certainly we would not wish to change the latter 3 were 
we able to do so. 

; Oregonians do not have to go far afield to obtain positive proof that 
impounding large volumes of water in watershed of streams beari ing 
anadromous fish will effectively eliminate destruction of spawn by 
flash floods, excess silt content, and killing high-temperature water. 
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We have observed the Sacramento River in California for over 40 
years and have seen it develop from a warm water stream, in its valley 
reaches, bearing virtually no anadromous fish, to a cool river, bearing 
an ever-increasing number of salmon and steelhead. This is a matter 
of record and is substantiated by the California Fish and Game Com- 
mission, and attested to by the increasing number of successful steel- 
head anglers who have deserted the Rogue in its favor. Shasta Dam 
has brought this about. It impounds a huge body of deep, cool, clear 
water which is fed at a relatively constant rate, without silt, into the 
riverbed below. 

Damming the Rogue River, in my opinion, whether by several 
small dams or one large one, will do for it what Shasta Dam has done 
for the Sacramento River. We need not fear a high dam at the Lewis 
Creek site, for published records, and may I interject there that the 
public record to which I refer is the testimony given in Medford in 
1948 at the hearing similar to this, those records ‘of qualified fish and 
wildlife professionals report that the capacity of spawning beds below 
Lewis Creek is sufficient to provide many times the number of fish the 
river now supports. 

I would like to comment there at this point that a gentleman repre 
senting the Izaak Walton League made the statement earlier in this 
testimony to the effect that the majority of steelhead and salmon 
spawn above Lewis Creek. That, gentlemen. is not in accordance 
with the record that was given at previous hea. ings by fish and wild- 
life people. I do not hi .ve—I wish I had my rec ords. There’s a gen- 
tleman in the back of the room who has a copy, I happen to see it there. 


Flood control which will positively retain the river to a 16-foot crest 


will make available literally hundreds of highly desirable river home- 
sites for both active and retired people who are drawn from all over 
the country by the allure of what will again be the glamorous Rogue. 
With the ever-increasing number of people retiring at an early age, 
we can visualize beautiful homes lining the river for some 50 miles of 
its course. But only will this come about if its waters are contained. 

With adequate flood control the Rogue Valley will keep pace with 
or exceed the normal growth of the west coast. The entire economy 
of the valley is affected by the river, and there will be many more 
people of means attracted to it who are now reluctant to make the 
move because of the dearth of homesites free from the horrors of flood. 

Let us quit talking in generalities about the effect of flood control 
on the anadromous fish population. Let us cause to be made a com- 
petent and unbiased survey of the effect of Shasta Dam. Then let 
us compare the two rivers. “They are amazingly similar. 

It’s my opinion, based upon considerable ‘study of the matter, that 
if it is the purpose of sportsmen, Fish and W ildlife Service, and Ore- 
gon Game Commission to improve rather than impair the fishing, they 
will join in a unanimous plea for flood control with or without high 
dams. 

Now, in closing, Mr. Chairman, you asked for some information, 
some testimony regarding spawn and fish that were cast up by the 
flood—this last flood. I attended a meeting shortly after the flood, a 
matter of just days, in Rogue River and there were two gentlemen, 
Mr. Stewart, of the Corps of Army Engineers, and another gentleman 
representing the Bureau of Reclamation, Mr. McCallister, and at 
that time—if I’m mistaken you correct me, Mr. Stewart—Mr. Stewart 
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and Mr. McCallister stated that they, the two in company with each 
other, had made an on-foot survey of a lot of the flooded area and 
had counted literally thousands upon thousands of steelhead eggs 
and salmon eggs that were cast up by the flood. 
In my opinion, gentlemen, the flood did tremendous ety I 
saw lots of it in my section of the river and I believe that those gen ate 
men would so state. Thank you very much. 
Senator Nrupercer. Just stay a minute, Mr. Saylor. I want to ask 
vou one thing. What organization do you represent / 
" Mr. Sartor. I represent none whatsoever. I am a retired citizen 
and came to the Rogue River to live because I love the country and 
I’d like to stay here, but I have seen, Mr. Chairman, the fishing on 
this river go down, irrespective of what any fish and game man tells 
me. I have fished it since 1920 and I ean catch fish in this river if 
anybody can. Igo down the river this time of year 2 or 3 times a week 
wy boat, taking my friends from California, not as a professional guide, 

th as an amateur and I know how to fish this river and I know, do 
know, that the fishing population has dropped to such a point that it’s 
a joke. 

I received a post al card from a gentleman who has a resort at Los 
Malinos on the Sacramento River where I have fished m: uny times and 
as he continually does; he reports the fishing at Los Malinos, and I 
have fished with him many times. I rece ived a post card only yester- 
day. “How is the fishing in the Rogue—ha ha.” And that meant a 
lot. 

Senator Neupercer. I want to ask you a question, however. I mean 
I think we have to apply some logic to this. I have no doubt that 
where any stream has been fished as much as the Rogue, both com- 
mercially down near the mouth and upstream from the sport stand- 
point, there is going to be certain depletion. It may be very sub- 
stantial, but that still doesn’t ¢ change the fact that projects might bring 
about more depletion. You see what I mean, one doesn’t follow the 
other. You understand that, and we have rivers in the Northwest 
where projects have been built on them and the fish runs have been 
virtually wiped out, such as the Clagmouth and so on, so I’m not say- 
ing we still shouldn’t do it, but I want to say here that one doesn’t 
follow the other. 

Overfishing causes depletion as it does in some rivers in Alaska 
where there’s not a single project within a thousand miles of those 
rivers, but one doesn’t follow the other. That is the thing I just 
wanted to make clear, and I know you will agree with me on that. 

Mr. Sayxor. That’s correct, I do. 

Senator Neusercer. Have you yourself fished on the Sacramento ? 

Mr. Sartor. I’ve fished dozens and dozens of times on the Sacra- 
mento in the last 10 years since this dam was there. 

Senator Neusercer. Since Shasta Dam was constructed ? 

Mr. Sartor. That’s right, and I’ve caught more steelhead on the 
Sacramento River when I didn’t live on the Rogue, when I lived in 

California one. had to go a long way to it than I’ve caught on the 
oe in the 314 years I’ve been here. 

Senator rene Where do you fish on the Sacramento? 

Mr. Sayztor. At Los Malinos. 

Senator Neupercer. How far downstream is that from Shasta 
Jam ¢ 
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Mr. Sayior. That I can’t tell you. It’s about 10 miles north of 
Corning. 

Senator Neusercer. The gentleman here knows that. 

From THE AvupieNnce. Los Malinos is about 45 miles from the 
Shasta Dam. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. Thank you very much, 
Mr. Saylor. Weappreciate your coming here. 

Mr. W. H. Srewarrt. In regard to the statement made at the meet- ; 
ing, I believe that will have to be credited to Mr. McCallister. I was ’ 
not able to make any foot-by-foot inspection of the river. I of expe- i 
rience, however, since the flood and long past the time when young 
fish or eggs might have been seen dam: age to spawning beds. I 
can’t say what was the situation of the river. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Stewart, Mr. McCallister is head of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. What are his initials? 

Mr. Srewart. Lee McCallister. 

Senator NeuBercer. Thank you, Mr. D. H. Barber of the Preserve 
the Rogue Association. 
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STATEMENT OF D. H. BARBER, PRESIDENT, PRESERVE THE ROGUE | 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Bareer. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, my name 
is D. H. Barber. 

Senator NeuBercer. You will parapharse this rather than read it ? 

Mr. Barser. And I am president of the Preserve the Rogue As- 
sociation. I will paraphrase it. I may take a little more time because, 
than the average, because I represent a considerably different view- 
point, or at least a different location and which is, however, against 
the high dams, And our side has not had many representatives. We 
haven’t taken our little subgroups and brought people in here. I 
represent the whole group. 

Senator Neupercer. You might just say for the record, where are 
you from? 

Mr. Barser. I’m from Trail, Oreg., up in the area that’s going to 
be completely flooded if the Lewis Creek Dam goes in. I wish you 
gentlemen could come up there and see the beauty of that country 
and see how much better the fishing is than it is down in the more 
uninteresting parts of the valley that some of the other gentlemen live 
in. I can state this positively and I have witnesses here to prove it, 
that the salmon fishing has been better in our area—I won’t say about 
Gold Hill—in our area this year than it has been for years. It has 
improved a lot. 

One gentleman back here who doesn’t fish much has a son-in-law 
who has probably caught his limit of salmon this year without too 
much trouble. Another gentlemen who was back here a while ago, 
who has a resort up in that area, has caught salmon and steelhead. 
They haven’t found them lacking this year compared to late years. 
Naturally they are compared to 1934. 

There are two kinds of fishermen—meat fishermen and fishermen. 
I’m neither. I would be a meat fisherman if I were either kind but 3 
when I don’t catch fish easily, and I’m not an expert, I give up easily. § 
The people who are fishermen fish for hours and if they catch 1 steel- 
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head or 1 salmon that gives them a good fight, the »y’ve been well 
warded. " know that from ae and not from experience. 

The history of this is that back in 1948 the Bureau of Reclamation 
brought out plan A and plan 3 B. We were not organized at that 
time, but other organizations fought it and we came into being short ly 
afterward. We were an organization of peop le up in the part of the 
country directly affected by the Lewis Creek Dam. But we were 
asked to coordinate the fight against the high dam by other organiza- 
tions and so we enlarged our organization. We took in membership 
from all over the basin, all over the State and we have a ed me s»mbers 
from all over the country, and we did coordinate some of the fight 
at that time. 

The statement was made earlier something about when plan A was 
given up. I have a letter here written by Oscar L. ( ‘hapman to a 
gentleman who was in this audience a little while ago. It’s a letter and 
he stated: 

I stated to representatives of your association in April of last year I have 
refused to give plan A my endorsement because of the many conflicting views as 
to its merits. The vigorous opposition of those organizations ended in preserva 
tion of recreational areas and sport fishing streams and so on. I feel that any 
plan which I would feel justified in approving must take into consideration the 
rights and views of all the people rather than any small segment— 

And so forth. 

senator Hruska. What is the date of that letter ? 

Mr. Barser. October 2, 1951. When the proponents of the ee 
dam found that it couldn’t go through, they came to the rest of 1 
play ws io 20 proposal, that all of us would get together and work 
for the noncontroversial parts of the project and promised that if we 
did so they would withdraw their support, as Mr. Boehl told you 

earlier, withdraw their suport of plan A and would never again advo- 

‘ate a plan having a high ‘di um in Rogue River unless such dams have 
the approval of the fish and wildlife organizations as having no effect 
on fish life in the river. And it will confine its efforts, the irrigation 
association, to the development of off-stream storage on the tributaries 
of the Rogue in any effort to obtain additional water for irrigation of 
additional land areas in the Rogue River Basin and to provide means 
for flood control. That is a matter of record as a resolution by the 
Rogue River Valley Irrigation Association. It was passed first some 
time in August 1951. We have held to our agreement. We hope and 
believe that they may hold to theirs. 

In general, our association has sometimes been accused of being 
antiirrigation, antipublic power, an itiflood control and so forth. We 
are not anti anything except ruin of the Rogue River Valley by plans 
which are not for the best of the whole valley. 

The hearing today has concentrated on flood control, so I am going 
to concentrate a little more on that. We are certainly not against 
flood control. I suffered a little flood damage. I would have suffered 
more had I put my house which I built 2 years ago down where you 
oe expect water in the river instead of men. I put it up 25 feet. 

I had a more fertile place lower but I put it up 25 feet which is the 
same as 38 or 40 down below. I sutfe wg no damage there but I did 
a little to a garden spot, something of that sort. I expected to. | 
don’t expect to occupy the bed of the aoe or the lowest part of the 
flood plain without suffering some damage. 
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We all recognize the desirability of flood control of the right sort as 
far as we can afford it. We believe that we cannot, probably, afford 
the great cost necessary to fully protect all of those who insist on 
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settling i in the river’s flood plain only 8 or 10 feet above the low level " 
of the river. We believe that any flood-control measures should be ' 
economically justified, using damage estimates that have not been . * 
boosted out of all reason. F inally, we believe that the place to begin 2% 
controlling floods is on the w: atersheds and in the small streams in j 
the headwaters of the river or tributaries. And I might say that I , ! 
haven’t heard a word today about the flood control that can be affected 
in the watersheds. I know when I was in the Federal service - 
Senator NeuBercer. What service was that ? 7 
Mr. Barper. I was in the Geological Survey as district engineer. 
At that time we had cooperative agreements with the Agriculture . 7 
Department for tests on large land areas, in cutting down the floods, 
that was in Alabama and “Mississippi, cutting down the floods in ' 





streams by proper land use and small stream dams, very small streams 
in some cases, and then a little larger ones. I haven’t heard a mention 
of that as a possibility here today. 

Water should not be allowed to rush on down these streams until it 
is powerful enough to wash away soil, carry sand and gravel, and 
even roll boulders along. And if you put in Lewis Creek Dam there’s 
a big concentration of water above there in some floods, some there isn’t 
and it’s going to wash a great deal of dam above that point. It’s going 
to wash it into the reservoir behind Lewis Creek Dam and we ought 
to catch the water before that. 

There’s ample evidence in the river of last year’s flood, last winter's 
flood, that vast quantities of material up to the size of boulders were 

carried downstream. Let’s leave it in place up in the hills, not carry 
it down to fill up the reservoir behind a high dam. Each time there is 
a moderately high flow, Big Butte Creek, which will be behind Lewis i 
Creek Dam if it’s built and add to filling it up and on which they have : 
not mentioned any flood control today, it brings, so much dirt into an 
otherwise clear river that it is muddy for miles below their confluence. 
This should be stopped further up. 

‘he Bureau of Reclamation realized and admitted that the high 
dam proposed at Lewis Creek would not control the largest floods, 
and that’s been discussed and I’m going to skip over that, but I do want 
to bring in this: I think we should certainly protect those people who 
have built at an elevation where they were reasonably prudent. Cer- 
tainly we should protect them and certainly we can protect them with- 
outahighdam. We may not be able to protect these people who built 
down on the river’s edge without a high dam. I don’t know, but we 
can certainly protect the people that have built in a prudent way, 
and most of the farmers. 

And I want to call attention to the fact that another flood which 
hasn’t been mentioned here today, the February flood of 1956 when 
there was quite a good deal of flooding down around Grants Pass, and 
when the damage to the roads and bridges of Jackson County was 
approximately equal and may have exceeded that of the flood of Decem- 
ber 1955, which you’ve heard so much about and I just checked that 
with one of our commissioners in the back of the room, at that time the 
sand and gravel bars at Lewis Creek were not even covered by water. 
That’s at the place where you’re going to put this dam to control this 
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stream. Those sand and gravel bars weren’t even covered with water 
at that time. It was the time, if you'll remember, Senator, when there 
was about a 9-inch rainfall down in the lower end of Jackson County 
and in Josephine County and the ¢reeks came down and washed out 
roads, washed out fields, flooded some houses and places of business 
and yet the dam at Lewis Creek wouldn’t have done a bit of good. 

Partial flood control is dangerous. People don’t know or won't 
remember the limitations. 

Senator NevBerGer. I want to ask you about that because I’m inter 
ested in that. In other words, in the 1955 flood when the worst surge 
of water hit downstream that there was—— 

Mr. Barser. February 1956; 3 months later. Three months later 
than this December flood. 

Senator Neupercer. That at Lewis Creek that the gravel bars were 
not even covered by water ¢ 

Mr. Barser. They were not even covered by water. This is not the 
December 1955 flood, Senator; this is the February 1956 flood. 

Senator Hruska. W hat was the point of high water, where was the 
high water ¢ 

Mr. Barper. The high water was mostly at the tributaries. The 
Rogue itself was high in the lower Rogue but it was the tributaries 
that flooded and caused all the di amage and that’s very often true of 
some of this damage you've heard about today. A little of it at least 
was not all together the Rogue River. It was the tributaries. Do you 
see any flood control on the American Gate that runs into the Rogue 
down there? It’s lacking on the tributaries. It’s lacking. Did you 
have a question, Senator / 

‘ Senator Neupercer. Yes. In the December 1955 flood, what was 
the condition of the water at Lewis Creek ? 

Mr. Barser. There was a high flood at Lewis Creek. 

Senator Neupercer. In other words, that flood originated in the 
Lewis Creek area ? 

Mr. Barser. That was a high-basin flood; the other was a low-basin 
flood and we have both and Lewis Creek will not control a lower-basin 
flood in any Way. 

Senator NeuBercer. But it would control a flood originating in the 
upper basin / 

Mr. Barser. According to the figures I’ve heard here today by peo- 
ple who know better than I do, it “would partly control it. It would 
partly control it. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you. 

Mr. Barper. Flood control like that is dangerous. People don’t 
know or won’t remember these factors. With a 250-foot dam up the 
river protecting them, they will build on lower and lower ground, closer 
and closer to the river. Then when the flood comes along that couldn’t 
be controlled, there will not only be greater property damage, but also 
loss of life which has seldom occurred in Rogue River floods, and which 
fortunately I will admit did not occur in this one. We have had prac- 
tically no loss of life in Rogue River floods. It can’t all be luck 
because we have never had much if any. There’s been very little loss 
of life in my time here; 10 years I haven’t heard of any. 

Experience at Vanport—and you will remember that, Senator Neu- 

» berger—experience at Vanport some years ago proves that partial 
flood control can be fatal; not a person should have been drowned there 
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except for misplaced confidence in flood-control measures which would 
control sometimes but didn’t control that time. 

Now, in rngation I’m not going to say but very little. I have 
quite a little here. The tributaries projects, part of which we have 
agreed on and others of which will come along later if we don’t put 
in Lewis Creek, will take care of a great deal of the demand for irri- 
gation in this basin. I have the figures here. The actual number of 
acres that it will take care of. 

I don’t worry so much about this dry land that somebody would 
like to see irrigated, at least at this particular time when we have 
millions of bushels of surplus crops, and if you think according to 
what some man here said, that we raise crops that are never in surplus, 
as a farmer that writes an article for the—a column for our local 
paper, very readable column, that wrote a spring or two ago: 

Farmers here are in a quandary as to what crops to plant this spring as it 
seems that nearly all crops adapted to this area are already in the surplus 
column. 

Senator Neusercer. What crops that are raised here are in surplus? 

Mr. Barser. I don’t know to what he referred. I’m not an expert 
on that. I do know that pears—a number of years ago they asked 
for support on pears. 

Senator Neusercer. Yes; they may have asked for it but in the 
first place there are no crops here that are price-supported; are there 

Mr. Barper. I believe not. 

Senator Neupercer. That qualify under the price-support program. 

Mr. Barser. I think what this gentleman referred to were those 
that were so completely full it was hard to get a decent price for them. 
I don’t think he means they were under support from the United States 
Government. These words are not mine. 

Senator Neupercer. Are any crops grown here that the Secretary 
of Agriculture ever declared to be in sur rplus / 

Mr. Barser. I’m just not an expert on that, I don’t know. I doubt 
it. I doubt if perhaps there have been because we don’t raise wheat ; 
we don’t raise much potatoes and I doubt if there are any of these that 
are on the official list. I say I think what he meant was it was hard 
to sell the crops they had raised the year before and they expected 
to raise that year. 

So I think the needs of the irrigation can be taken care of by 
tributary development, and I think Mr. Boehl and his organization 
admitted that to some extent at least that they could be fairly well 
taken care of when we made that compromise : agreement in 1951. One 
of the proponents of plan A right after this agreement was made 
stated—I have it quoted in here but I’ll state approximately that he 
thought that 90 percent of the people of the valley who wanted water 
would be benefited by the projects that would come in under the com- 
promise proposal with no high dam in the river. 

Now the principal thing that we worry about is the damage to the 
interests in the basin by a high dam and we are not talking just about 
fish. In the first place, the reservoir area behind one ‘big dam is 
4,300 acres, and up in our country we have this type of ‘anches. We'll 
have a ranch where the owner has a lease up in the forest for his cattle, 
summer running cattle or else he has several hundred or a thousand 
acres of land not in the river bottom on which they can graze in the 
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summertime. And then he has a little piece of land down to the river 
bottom and there he raises his hay to carry the stock through the 
vinter. We don’t have very hard winters here, and he can graze 
them a little in the e: arly spring and late fall after he has to take them 
out of the forest or when he brings them down. ( ‘onsequently 4,300 
acres doesn’t sound like much but when you figure that each 40 acres 
of that may represent a ranch of several hundred or a thousand acres, 
. self-sustained unit, you're taking a lot = units out of production. 

They are talking about the wait that are hurt here if we don’t 
have the dam or this and that, but we have some units up there that 
are going to be hurt and we are going to be hurt personally. We aren’t 
ef to be flooded out once in 50 eens we are going to be flooded 
out permanently. Our units are going to be out of production, period. 

We have a lot of businesses up there, small businesses. We have 
motels, a gre at many of our businesses doe ater to these touri: ts and 
fishermen that come along, and may I say that the tourists that are 
coming up into our country havent tesa out about the absence of 
any fish in the river yet. They are still coming and filling =p our 
motels and either they’re satisfied with what they get or else they’re 
always hoping for next time. 

Senator Worrorp. Same ones come back ? 

Mr. Barper. Yes; the same ones do come back. I’ve a friend who 
had a motel. -I wish I had him here today; he could tell you of his 
list of people down in California along the Sacramento Valley, lots 
of them, or right close to the Sacramento Valley, that came up and 
stayed at his place year after year for periods of from 1 week in one 
case to 6 weeks. The famous old coach of Stanford, what’s his name ? 
Pop Warner, used to come until he died, came up with his crowd 
every year until he died. 

Now don’t let’s, on this business of things about the fishing and 
about the recreation, gentlemen, please take the evidence of experts 
and not these amateurs who have reason to want to give an impression 
one way or the other, either consciously or unconsc aa, Experts 
are ete people that are hired. Don’t ti ake my word; I’m not a biolo 
gist. I don’t know a thing about the fish except wh: iz the bi Nie rists 
tell me and I believe what they tell me. 

Now our part of the ater is particularly liked by the retired 
person. I’m retired myself, for disability, after the last war. I love 
that part of the country. My wife would refuse to live down in this 
part where you see the fog you saw this morning. We don’t have it 
up there. It’s a beautiful country. We have lots of places for people 
to settle if these people get w: ashed out or afraid they’ ‘e going to be 
washed out. We have them come in fast and we don’t want that coun- 
try destroyed. It’s one of the most scenic parts of the Rogue. The 
road goes right up the river; beautiful scenery on up to the forest 
and the national park and it isn’t just the fishing, it’s the scenic and 
the recreational values. 

When it’s hot in the valley it’s cool up there. That’s the reason 
people like to come up there in the summer. We don’t want to see 
it destroyed. We fully believe that tributary control of the many 
creeks that run in there will do a better job of flood control. It 7 
not reduce the total amount of flood quite as much but it will do 
better job because it will stop the silt up before it gets washed ice 
in the river. It won’t wash down and clean out these gravel bars 
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and you'll have all that area that the salmon spawn saved up there. 
You'll have that area where people live, have businesses, have farms, 
make their living, contribute to the economy of the valley. You'll 
have it left. We won’t destroy it in order to do something else. 

If we couldn’t do it in any other way then I wouldn’t know what 
to say, but I want to give you one example. Sometimes I don’t take 
the word of Government experts entirely. At the time they were 
pushing plan A there was a meeting held in Grants Pass between 
oe of our people and a very responsible officer engineer of the 
Reclamation Service and some of our people that had looked into it 
and talked to some other engineers told him about the chance to de- 
velop more water up here at the head of Bear Creek. And this fellow 
hooted at the suggestion and said it was ridiculous but after Secre- 
tary Chapman said he wouldn’t approve plan A they found it im- 
possible and we started looking for a place to get water without de- 
stroying the values here. Ree lamation was given the job of looking 
up there again and you know they found it was entirely practicable 
and they wrote a report on it known as the Talent report. You gen- 
tlemen helped authorize it; you gentlemen helped appropriate money 
for it and it’s in being. 

Now if the Army engineers come in, you may ask me, if the Army 
engineers come in and say the dam at Lewis Creek is the only solu- 
tion, what would you do? I would tell you frankly I don’t know 
what I would do but I would insist and I would investigate to the 
last inch as to whether they had actually investigated every tributary 
for the possibility of tributary storage 1 rather than do the easy 
thing and build a nice monument down there at Lewis Creek. 

We believe that power is not important. The statement was made 
earlier that this region was in need of power. That didn’t check with 
my remembrance. This noon during the noon hour I went over to the 
California-Oregon Power Co., talked to one of our responsible officers 
over there. He tells me they are exporting power and they are im- 
porting power. They are exporting it because they have an agree- 
ment with Bonneville to furnish a certain area w ith power and Bonne- 
ville will replace it, but because of the sale it’s not being finished or 
something they aren’t able to get the power from Bonneville so they 
are getting it from California, but he said if they cut off the exports 
and imports they would have enough power for this country and they 
intend to keep it that way. They said the Rogue is not particularly 
an economic place to generate power. We have known that in the 
studies from the beginning. We found that the Rogue, the Reclama- 
tion Service in their report said that they would spend $33,270,000 
for the power part of the plan A developme nt and they would gen- 
erate, or they would have an installed capacity I think it was 96,250 
kilowatts. 

Senator Nreusercer. Does the utility company have any dams on 
the Rogue, Mr. Barber ? 

Mr. Barser. I’m not sure, but what it has one little dam down, 
I’m not sure whether that’s their dam down here, not Savage. 

Senator Neupercer. Whose dam is the one at Savage Rapids? 

Mr. Barser. Gold Ray. There’s just one and—no they have dams 
way up here at just this side of Prospect. They bring several of 
the works in. They have diversion dams and bring them in, sluices 
and run them down over the hill. 
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Senator Neusercer. The thing I’m asking you is, because you've 
brought up about their statement that the Rogue wasn’t a particu- 
lar ly ¢ economical place to generate power 

Mr. Barper (interposing). I mean what’s left on the Rogue. I 
amended that. 

Senator Nrupercer. Does the California-Oregon Power Co., do 
they themselves have any project where power 1s generated on the 
Rogue River ? 

Mr. Barper. They have two that I know of, one way up at the 
upper end where the big fall comes and another down here in a rapid, 
sort of a rapid, form of rapid that I believe it’s Gold Ray. 

Senator Nruprrcer. Are those economical places to generate 
power ¢ 

Mr. Barper. I don’t know about those. I don’t know about those. 
I do know that when they wanted more they went to the North 
Umpqua, and I wanted to bring this comparison in: Remember 
96,250 kilowatts for $33,200,000 and the company up in the North 
Umpqua got 145,000 kilowatts for an expenditure of $26,300,000. 
Thus for $7 million less expenditure they got 50 percent more installed 
power than Reclamation said they could get by developing the Rogue 
River at Lewis Creek dam, so I don’t believe the power question is 
of immediate importance, and I’m not going to dwell on it any fur- 
ther than to say that we have been able to get power so far at a less 
construction cost than it would cost here on the Rogue. 

We believe that there are certain valleys, there are certain rivers of 
outstanding reputation where recreation and scenic values should be 
given a high priority. We believe because of the physical condi- 
tions here and the reputation of the Rogue and the fact that many of 
the streams around here have been, “developed,” to where they are 
not much good for recreation, that here those things should be given 
priority, not to the exclusion of everything else but be given a high 
priority in making an all-over development of the basin. Thank you 
very much, 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you, Mr. Barber, for the comments. 
I want you to know that I did give you nearly 35 minutes because | 
realized that your point was right that there hadn’t been so many 
people particularly representing your set of opmions. I wanted you 
to know. 

Mr. BarsBer. We think we are middle of roaders, not extreme on 
either kind. 

Senator Neusercer. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Worrorp. As I understand it, let me get him clear, as I 
understand it you represented all of your partic cular group. You 
didn’t have your group coming here and testifying one at a time, you 
represented them. You m: ade a statement for all of them? 

Mr. Barser. This is for all of the Preserve the Rogue group. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Barber, have you a copy of that 1951 resolu- 
tion of the irrigationists ? 

Mr. Barser. I have a copy which is not signed or anything. It 
was a copy that was handed me and I do have another at home and 
I'd be glad—— 

Senator Hruska (interposing). Would you supply it to the re- 
porter for the record? I think that might be of some interest. 
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Mr. Barser. That could be gotten from the Rogue River Irriga- 
tion Association. Mr. Boehl and those people have them, I’m sure. 

Senator Hruska. One comment of yours rather struck me because 
it had to do with the fact that according to your recollection there 
was no mention made of upper watershed development and that is 
not my recollection. There were at least 3 witnesses who touched 
on that and somewhat in detail in 2 instances, so it wasn’t totally 
lacking. 

Mr. Barser. I meant by the people, by the Government departments 

who are talking about developments that are being studied. 

Senator Hruska. Well, I’m quite confident that the Department 
will not overlook that aspect of it. I might say this, however: I hope 
it will work out. I hope that the development of tributaries probably 
can be of such nature and degree that it might solve this problem. If 
there is any parallel with he situation, with this in this situation as in 
other situations, however, I doubt very much it will do it. But that 
is for engineers to say. 

I might say, Senator Neuberger, I’m going to have to leave shortly, 
too. I don’t know how many more witnesses we have. 

Senator NeuperGer. Two more. 

Senator Hruska. Maybe we can get to them and dispose of them 
and we can make concluding statements at that time. 

Senator Neupercer. If you care to wait, Senator Hruska, and try. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Barber. We apprec iate the benefit of your 
information. 

(The following statement was submitted by Mr. Barber :) 


3RIEF SUBMITTED BY PRESERVE THE ROGUE ASSOCIATION TO JOINT INTERIOR AND 
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEES OF UNITED STATES SENATE FOR HEARING, OCTOBER 19, 
1956, oN RoGuE RIVER RECLAMATION AND FLOOD-CONTROL DEVELOPMENT 


HISTORICAL 


After several preliminary investigations of Rogue River Basin problems by 
various agencies, the Bureau of Reclamation made a more intensive study which 
led to a report dated March 5, 1948, called Alternative Plans for Development of 
the Water Resources of the Rogue River Basin, Oregon. A hearing on these 
plans was held in Medford, Oreg., early in June 1948. Proponents of the plan had 
been working together and were well organized. They consisted for the most 
part, of existing and proposed irrigation districts wanting more water, and Cer- 
tain chambers of commerce and labor organizations which expected to benefit 
financially by having over $100 million spent in the area within the next few 
years. Opposition to the plan was widespread and intense but only partly organ- 
ized. Opponents of the plan included the many ranchers, small-business men, 
workers, and retired people living in the area to be flooded out by a high dam; the 
many people in the basin but outside the area to be flooded who would suffer eco- 
nomically from the damage done to the general scenic and recreational attrac- 
tions of the basin by a high dam; and the many people, both inside and outside 
the basin, who enjoy, each year, the recreational opportunities offered in the basin. 
Added to these were the many people who, after studying the report, felt that it 
was uneconomic and undesirable in other ways. 

The special master appointed by the Bureau of Reclamation to conduct the hear- 
ing recommended that the hearing had shown the feasibility of plan A, which had 
been recommended by the report, and that they should go ahead with that plan. 
At this time, the many opponents of the high dam recommended in plan A in the 
Rogue River near Lewis Creek, woke up and started to organize. The Preserve 
the Rogue Association was formed, first as a local organization of the people liv- 
ing in or near the proposed reservoir area, but after conferences with other peo- 
ple and organizations with like minds, our association was urged to broaden its 
membership and to undertake the coordination of all the opposition to the project, 
which it did. Conservation organizations, local, State, and national, rallied to 
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ir support. The Oregon State Game Commission and the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service in their interim report of January 1950, and in other actions 
nd reports, called attention to the severe damage which would be done to fish 
resources by such a high dam and recommended against it. The National Park 
Service, in its report of November 15, 1949, criticized the plan containing a high 
lam in main stem of Rogue River and recommended study of plans which would 
tilize tributary control and storage. It was pointed out by those opposed to t 
high dam that much of the need for water for irrigation could be satisfied 
eadwater and tributary development, some of which had been included in plan 
{. One plan, however, for development of additional water and power in the 
Bear Creek drainage, which had been put forward by high dam opponents, 
civen little consideration by the Bureau of Reclamation then, and at a meeting 
1 Grants Pass, one of the ranking engineers of the Reclamation Bureau hooted 
at such a plan and called it highly impractical. Several years later, when it was 
plain that plan A would not be approved, the Bureau of Reclamation made a fut 

er study of this proposal, found it entirely practical and recommended it It 
was approved as the Talent project, authorized by the Congress, and money has 
been appropriated to start it. 

When Secretary of the Interior Oscar Chapman found the different bureaus 
of his Department opposed in their recommendations on plan A, and found 
widely divergent opinion in the basin and the State, he refused to approve the 
roject and so informed its proponents. Those who were interested in the 

gation aspects of the plan then fell back on plans for tributary development, 
some of which the Bureau of Reclamation had included and some of which they 
had opposed. They approached those of us opposed to plan A, suggesting a 
compromise, and on August 20, 1951, the Rogue Valley Irr ion Association, 
the principal proponents of plan A, passed a resolution: 

‘Be it further resolved, That we urge and request the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Izaak Walton League, and all sportsmen organizations t 
support such amended plan, and in consideration of such said requested support 
this said association does hereby agree to withdraw its support of plan A or any 
plan having to do with the creation of dams upon the main canal of Rogue River, 
unless said dams have the approval of the fish and wildlife organizations 
having no effect on fish life of the river, and will confine its efforts to the develop 
ment of offstream storage on the tributaries of the Rogue in any effort to obtain 
additional water for the irrigation of additional land areas in the Rogue River 
Basin, and to provide means of flood control.” 

All elements in the valley cooperated in promoting the Talent project and, as 
said above, it has been started. Others like it will probably follow. One of the 
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former proponents of plan A said, after this compromise was adopted, that the 
new plan, without the high dam, would “solve 90 percent of the basin’s water 
problems and benefit more than 90 percent of the basin’s 83,000 population.” 

The above was the situation until the flood of December 1955 throughout the 
basin and the one of February 1956 in Josephine County and the lower part of 
Jackson County. After these floods there was a considerable demand for further 
studies of flood-control possibilities. Many of the unreconciled proponents of 
plan A immediately felt that this was an excellent chance to use flood-control 
sentiment to advance their interests, and have been working, both inside and 
outside of the flood-control organizations, to promote the idea that a multipurpose 
high dam in the Rogue at Lewis Creek, as provided in plan A, is the answer to 
the problem. 

GENERAI 


The Preserve the Rogue Association, which I will refer to hereafter as “our 
association” or just “we,” has in the past been accused of being anti-irrigation, 
antipublic power, antiflood control, etc. We are not antianything except those 
things which will ruin many of the outstanding values for which this area is so 
well known everywhere. We have many members who are ranchers who 
irrigate their own ranches; we all use electric power and we have members who 


+ 


are favorable to public power and some who do not favor it; we have man 
members who have suffered from floods and hope for relief from them. We are 
united, however, in our belief that a high dam is not the solution of any of these 
problems. We will present our views on each phase of river development in 
separate paragraphs below. 
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FLOOD CONTROL 


We all recognize the desirability of flood control of the right sort as far as we 
can afford it. We believe that we cannot, probably, afford the great cost neces- 
sary to fully protect all of those who insist on settling in a river’s flood plain only 
8 or 10 feet above the low-water level of the river. We believe that any flood- 
control measures should be economically justified, using damage estimates that 
have not been boosted out of all reason. Finally we believe that the place to 
begin controlling floods is on the watersheds and in the small streams in the 
headwaters of the river or tributaries. Water should not be allowed to rush 
on down these streams until it is powerful enough to wash away soil, carry sand 
and gravel, and even roll boulders along. There is ample evidence in the river 
after last winter’s floods, that vast quantities of material up to the size of 
boulders were carried downstream. Let’s leave it in place up in the hills, not 
carry it down to fill up the reservoir behind a high dam. Each time there is a 
moderately high flow, one tributary, Big Butte Creek, carries so much dirt into 
an otherwise clear river that it is muddy for miles below their confluence. 
This should be stopped farther up. 

The Bureau of Reclamation realized and admitted that the high dam pro- 
posed at Lewis Creek would not control the largest floods of record nor those 
that originated in the valley below Lewis Creek. Such a flood occurred in 
February 1956, when rainfall estimated or measured up to 9 inches fell in 
Josephine County and the lower part of Jackson County. It was reported that 
the damage around Grants Pass approached that of the December 1955 flood 
and the county court of Jackson County said that damage to its roads and bridges 
exceeded that of the December flood; yet at that time, the Rogue River at the 
proposed Lewis Creek Dam site was not even high enough to cover the sand and 
gravel bars, and a high dam there would have had absolutely no effect on the 
flood below. The best that a high dam could do would be to give partial or part- 
time flood control—protection only if too much rain did not fall or if it did not 
fall in the wrong place. 

Flood control like that is dangerous. People don’t know or won’t remember 
these factors. With a 250-foot dam up the river protecting them, they will build 
on lower and lower ground, closer and closer to the river. Then when the flood 
comes along that couldn’t be controlled, there will not only be greater property 
damage, but also loss of life, which has seldom occurred in Rogue River floods. 
Experience at Vanport some years ago proves that partial flood control can be 
fatal; not a person should have been drowned there except for misplaced 
confidence. 

IRRIGATION 


The project recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation under plan A was ap- 
parently designed to irrigate every acre in the basin that they could possibly 
justify under average-cost figures, averaging the best with the worst. Some of 
the subprojects were quite reasonable; some were fantastic. In at least 1 of 
them there was included land where the soil would not justify the expense; in 
2 others irrigation of the land required that the water be lifted by pumps a con- 
siderable distance—in 1 case, 130 feet. The report claimed that 1,000 new farms 
would be created but it did not say how many farms, ranches, businesses, and 
homes would be destroyed to do it. Estimated cost of the project no doubt in- 
cluded estimated purchase price of these but it did not include the loss to the 
economy of the basin caused by this destruction, nor the economic loss to the basin 
“aused by destruction of scenic and recreational values. These must certainly 
be taken into account in any consideration of economic factors in future studies. 

In this period of overproduction of farm products, we certainly cannot justify 
bringing into production new agricultural areas where cost is excessive. We are 
much more sympathetic with those who have paid for irrigation districts and 
then found that water is inadequate for all the land in dry seasons, but these 
needs can be satisfied without a high dam. Our basin is no different from the 
rest of the country. A farm correspondent for the Medford Mail-Tribune who, I 
believe, was a proponent of plan A, wrote in his column a year or so ago, “Farmers 
here are in a quandary as to what crops to plant this spring as it seems that 
nearly all crops adapted to this area are already in the surplus column.” 

It happens that subprojects using only tributary storage would take care of 
the needs of 34,590 acres out of 40,300 acres for which additional water was to 
be provided under plan A. In those already authorized or under immediate 
consideration, 18,250 acres of such land is included. Those using tributary 
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storage, only, can also provide water for 38,740 acres of new land, not now 
irrigated. It is apparent, then, that much of the water desired for irrigation 
can be supplied without building a high dam in the main stream, 


POWER 


The power project under plan A was never a good one. Either the cost of 
power generation was too high or, in an attempt to make the irrigation part of 
the project look good, an unfair share of cost was assigned to power. In view 
of the rise in costs since 1947-48, figures of cost given here may seem reasonable 
now, but I am giving them only for comparison with other estimates of cost at 
that same time for another project. At that time, Reclamation estimated the 
power share of construction cost of plan A as $33,271,000, and for that they 
would get installed capacity of 96,250 kilowatts. At about that time, in an 
immediately adjacent basin, the California-Oregon Power Co. was starting a 
project where they estimated they would get installed capacity of 145,000 kilo- 
watts for construction cost of only $26,300,000. Thus in plan A, Reclamation 
expected to get only about two-thirds as much power as Copco’s project, and for 
it they would pay over $7 million more. In comparison, plan A did not look 
like a good deal—certainly not good enough to justify ruining an- appreciable 
part of the basin. In addition, Reclamation had admitted in their report that 
the production of power in the basin then exceeded the demand, and since then 
the power company serving the basin has developed most of the power mentioned 
above, very close at hand, much of which is available here. Still further, there 
are at least two tributary subprojects, Talent and Cascade Gorge, which will 
develop some additional power, if needed and costs are right, without appreciable 
damage to other interests. We certainly do not need plan A or any prvject 
including a high dam in Rogue River, for power. 


DAMAGE TO OTHER INTERESTS OF THE BASIN BY A HIGH DAM 


In the first place, the reservoir area behind the high dam proposed for the 
river at Lewis Creek is 4,800 acres. This does not mean that ranches only of 
that acreage would be affected by such a project. A typical ranch in the area 
may have grazing rights in the adjoining national forest or have as a part of 
the ranch, larger amounts of nonirrigated land adjoining the river-bottom land, 
but above the reservoir level. The economy of such a ranch depends on this 
irrigated bottom land to provide hay for winter and grazing for part of the year. 
With this drowned out, the economy of ranches totaling much more than 4,300 
acres would be destroyed. 

In this 4,300 acres, also, are many small businesses serving the public, especially 
the traveling public, and many homes of retired people who add materially to 
the economy of the basin. When crops fail or are so abundant that they com- 
mand no price, retirement checks keep coming in. Many of these people, if 
drowned out, would move outside the basin because they do not like the lower 
valley with its haze and fog. The area to be covered is also a favorite place for 
tourists because of its excellent fishng, its beauty, and the fact that its climate 
is cooler than the lower valley in summer vacation time. 

As for the effect of a high dam on the fishing resources of Rogue River, and 
the consequent damage to the tourist income of the whole basin, I will leave 
most of this to the experts on this. I will, however, call attention to several 
things. First, not a single report has been made by any agency interested in 
conservation or recreation that has not called attention to the great damage 
that a high dam would do, so there is no disagreement about this among people 
who are experts along this line. Reports since 1946 by the Federal Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the National Park Service, the Oregon State Game Commission, 
and other agencies, should be studied. Since so many of the salmon that are 
caught by tourists around Grants Pass, Gold Beach, and all up and down the 
river, are spawned above the site of the proposed dam, the whole basin would 
be affected. 

Attention should be called, also, to the fact that entertaining tourists is the 
third largest industry in the State. One of the two or three areas with highest 
reputation for recreational opportunities is the Rogue Basin. Many things 
contribute to this: its reputation as a sports fishing stream second to none; its 
climate; and its availability for a vacation spot for large centers of population 
such as Portland and San Francisco, 1 day’s drive away, and Los Angeles, only 2 
days away by auto and a few hours by air. In the program adopted by the CIO 
committee on regional development in August 1949, is this statement: ‘The in- 
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dustrial workers of America have been gaining increased leisure * * *, One of 


the best methods of recreation and use of leisure time for persons of moderate 
means is to get out into the open country for hunting, fishing, or merely en- 
joying outdoor life * * *. This is one thing the average man can afford. These 
opportunities must be protected and developed.” River basin after river basin 
has been “developed” to the fullest extent for irrigation, power, and what 
have you, without any effort to conserve its scenie and recreational values, and 
there are only a few left that have not been so ruined. At least the out- 
standing ones of those few that are left should be protected for posterity, and 
other development be held to those projects that will not ruin these values. We 
believe that the Rogue, with its high reputation, should certainly be one of 
these. 

Proponents of the high dam have even made claim that the reservoir behind 
the dam would be of great recreational value. There are a few reservoirs that 
are; others have a value because other facilities are completely absent in the 
area: but most reservoirs with large drawdown and limited size do not qualify. 
The Lewis Creek Dam was to have been 242 feet high. The reservoir behind 
it was to have a maximum drawdown of 132 feet. At lowest level, then, a person 
would have to climb down a silt-strewn slope a vertical distance of 132 feet (from 
150 yards to.a quarter mile on the slope) to get to the water. There are lakes 
all over this area with better fishing and boating facilities than such a reservoir 
could possibly have. 

GENERAL 


It is believed that a workable compromise has been worked out between the 
people wanting more water for irrigation and those who do not want the upper 
valley and the recreational values of the whole basin destroyed. A large part 
of the responsible people of the basin support it. 

We believe that power is not an important issue as the area has sufficient power 
for some time and there are better sources than the Rogue, except for a small 
amount.generated in connection with irrigation projects on headwaters or 
tributaries. 

On fiood control, the Corps of Engineers have already been authorized to make 
a study of the basin and are engaged in that study. We will await the results 
of it and earnestly hope that, in this study, they will take notice of the situation 
in this basin and the sentiment against a high dam, and carefully explore every 
other possible means of control. 


(The following resolution, referred to by the foregoing witness, was 
submitted :) 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas this association, namely the Rogue River Valley Irrigation Associa- 
tion, since the Second World War has unselfishly and unstintingly worked for 
the adoption of plan A of the Bureau of Reclamation in an effort to obtain supple- 
mental water for the existing irrigation districts in this basin, as well as in an 
effort to bring irrigation to nonirrigated dry lands; and 

Whereas as a result of the testimony which was adduced at the hearing of the 
Reclamation Bureau held in 1948, as well as many contacts which have been 
made with various Federal agencies, our representatives in Congress, interested 
organizations and individuals, this association has come to the conclusion that 
further efforts to secure the adoption of plan A as an answer to the irrigation and 
reclamation needs of the Rogue River Basin would be entirely useless and could 
only result in continued controversy and indecision ; and 

Whereas this association is very cognizant of the critical needs that the irriga- 
tion districts of this basin have for additional water with which to properly 
supply the acreage within their boundaries and of the need for the irrigation of 
many lands in the basin of the Rogue River, as well as the Illinois Valley; and 

Whereas we appreciate the urgent necessity of rehabilitating the canals and 
supplying the requirements of the existing irrigation districts particularly and 
of the nonirrigated districts as well; and 

Whereas we believe that if an amended plan is offered that the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Izaak Walton League, and all sportsmen associa- 
tions would join us in an effort to secure approval of such a plan: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That this association endeavor in every way to secure approval of an 
amended plan as follows: 
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1. For the creation of a 55,000 acre-foot reservoir at Howard Prairie, the con 
struction of a tunnel and canal from Howard Prairie to the present Emigrant 
Dam, the installation of a 10,000-kilowatt powerplant, and the enlargement of 
the Emigrant Reservoir from 8,000 to 46,000 acre-feet, so as to provide supple 
mental water to all of the irrigation districts in the Bear Creek drainage, plus 
such new lands under the present irrigation districts for which water might be 
made available. 

The construction of a 25,000-kilowatt streamflow power plant at Cascade 
Gorge, revenues from which, together with income from water users, to be used 
to provide funds for the impounding of water of the tributaries of the Illinois 
River for the purpose of irrigating some 17,000 acres of new lands in the Illinois 
Valley, plus supplemental water for 5,000 acres already under partial irrigation. 

3. And to include as a part of the project the rehabilitation of the main wate1 
supply canals of the existing irrigation districts in order to conserve water now 
available, and to reduce the present operation and maintenance costs paid by the 
water users. 

Be it further resolved, That we urge and request the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the Izaak Walton League, and all sportsmen organizations to 
support such amended plan, and in consideration of such said requested support 
this said association does hereby agree to withdraw its support of plan A or any 
plan having to do with the creation of dams upon the main canal of Rogue River, 
unless said dams have the approval of the fish and wildlife organizations as hay 
ing no effect on fish life of the river, and will confine its efforts to the development 
of offstream storage on the tributaries of the Rogue in any effort to obtain addi 
tional water for the irrigation of additional land areas in the Rogue River Basin 
und to provide means of flood control. 

Passed at a special meeting of the board of directors of the Rogue River Valley 
Irrigation Association held on August 20, 1951. 

Senator Neupercer. Mr. Robert E. Chamberlain, of Upper Rogue 
Grange. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. CHAMBERLAIN, UPPER ROGUE GRANGE 


Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen, I’m Robert E. Cham- 
berlain of the Upper Rogue Grange; I’m representing the Upper 
Rogue Grange that is to say. It’s really a reiteration of what has al- 
ready been said. 

We live in the valley, the same part of the valley that Mr. Barber 
does, so our feeling is pretty y much the same. If you care to have me 
read, we have 2 points here, 1 that we oppose the high dam very much. 
We have also gone along with the Rogue River irrigation project in 
their deve lopment of the tributaries, which we are not at all opposed to. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you very much. We appreciate, Mr. 
Chamberlain, your coming here and giving us the benefit of the resoiu 
tion passed by your grange. I wonder if Senator Wofford had any 
questions, 

Senator Worrorp. Yes. Do you have a copy of that resolution you 
had in 1948, which I think was unanimously passed again, reaflirmed 
your standing taken in 1948, do you have a copy of that resolution, or 
not ¢ 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. No; I don’t. 

Senator Worrorp. Would you care to send it in to the committee / 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. I believe we can. 

Senator Neusercer. If you would send it in to the committee, Senate 
Public Works or Senate Interior Committee, Senate Office Building 
Washington, D. C., at your convenience in the next 2 weeks, we will 
appreciate it. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. We'll do that. 
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Senator Nrupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chamberlain. 
What community do you live in? 


Mr. CHamper.ain. I live at Trail; I live under the dam—above 
the dam, about 2 miles above the Lewis Creek. 

Senator NeuBERGER. Above the proposed dam ? 

Mr. CuampBer.atn. The proposed dam; and the water that went 
down and bother ed the other fellows went right through my back 
yard. Part of it went through the house. Neighbors came up and 
stayed with me, lots of them “th: at were under the flood so as far as 
flood control we are very much in favor of it; but I’m like Mr. Barber, 
the dam there would wipe out not only myself but the entire valley that 
we represent. 

Senator Neusercer. You’re a farmer, I take it ? 

Mr. Cuamperiatn. No; I’ve been in the logging business. I have a 
home there on the river. 

Senator Neupercer. I see. Thank you very much. 

(The following statement was filed by Mr. Chamberlain :) 


STATEMENT OF Upper RoGurE GRANGE, No. 825, PATRONS oF HUSRANDRY, JACKSON 
COUNTY OREG., ON DEVELOPMENT OF THE ROGUE RIVER BASIN 


Upper Rogue Grange, No. 825, passed a resolution in 1948, expressing dis- 
approval of plan A of the Bureau of Reclamation, or any plan that called for 
the erection of a high dam in the main stem of Rogue River. Our grange is 
composed of members, most of whom have farms, ranches, and homes in the 
upper Rogue Basin above Shady Cove, Oreg. Reasons for opposition to plan A 
were many, but principal ones were lack of economic justification for some parts 
of the project and the destruction of our part of the basin by the high dam. Our 
action is recorded in the hearings on plan A held by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in June 1948. 

In 1951 the Rogue River Valley Irrigation Association proposed a compromise 
plan after the opposition to plan A was so strong that it appeared that it would 
never be approved. The compromise plan provided for development of parts of 
the basin by headwater and tributary control and storage only, with a promise 
that promotion of a high dam would be abandoned. Our grange at that time 
passed a resolution favoring such a plan but stating that it would continue to 
fight against any plan including a high dam in the Rogue. 

At the regular business meeting of Upper Rogue Grange, No. 825, held Octo- 
ber 18, 1956, the following motion passed unanimously : 

“Resolved, That we reaffirm our stand taken in 1948 against a high dam in 
the main stem of Rogue River, and our position taken in 1951 in favor of develop- 
ment of the basin by headwater and tributary control and storage; also that 
we authorize a committee to present this stand to the hearing to be held by 
Senate committees in Medford October 19, and the one to be held by the Army 
engineers at a later date this year.” 

Rost. D. CHAMBERLAIN, 
HARroLp BARBER, 
Members of Committee. 


Senator Neusercer. Mr. Hugh McKinley, of the city of Grants 
Pass. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH McKINLEY, CITY MANAGER, GRANTS PASS, 
OREG. 


Mr. McKtnrry. Thank you. Gentlemen, Mr. Chairman, my name 
is Hugh McKinley. I’m the city manager of Grants Pass and am 
appearing on beh: tif of the Grants Pass C ity Council. 

I have a statement which is very short which I would like to read. 


Honorable gentlemen, at its regular meeting of October 17, 1956, by motion 
duly made, seconded and carried, the Common Council of the City of Grants 
Pass, Oreg., directed that the city be represented at this hearing and that ma- 
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terial be presented which would indicate to you the vital interest which the city 
has in the development of flood control in the Rogue Basin. 

Continuing occasional floods of the magnitude of last winter, interspersed with 
frequent lesser but damaging floods, are a very important factor in the com- 
munity life of Grants Pass in the following ways: 

First, these floods constitute a threat to the lives of the citizens of Grants Pass 
and vicinity. Without the unusually fine rescue work done by the Josephine 
County civil defense organization and by private citizens there would very prob- 
ably have been loss of life in our city during last winter’s flood. 

Second, the physical damage to private properties, both within and outside the 
city, result in great immediate monetary loss as well as permanent damage to 
the future earning capacities or the area. In addition, such damage results in 
adverse effects on the city’s tax base. 

Third, the continued threat of devastation is a limiting factor in the ability 
of the area to provide economic support for the population increase which can 

orlmally be expected to accrue. The population of the city of Grants Pass has 
increased by 20 percent in the period between the 1950 Federal census and the 
population estimate certified by the State of Oregon in June 1956. 

Fourth, damage and threat of damage to public facilities reaches major pro- 

tions. These damages generally are 

(a) Closure of certain streets and roads. 

(6b) Threat to the city’s water supply because of the location of the water 
filtration plant on the north bank of the Rogue River. 

(¢c) Almost annual damage and interruption of oneration to the sewage 
reatinent plant, also located on the north bank of Rogue River. 

(d) Damage to the facilities of the Grants Pass Irrigation District which 
has an effect on the agricultural land and thus an economic effect on the 
entire area.. 

(e) Threat of damage to Caveman Bridge across the Rogue River by 
floods of the magnitude of last winter if debris should accumulate against 
the bridge piers. This bridge carries all of United States Highway 99 and 
199 traffic as well as connecting the north and south parts of the city and 
carrying a city water main. 

An indication of the city’s interest is shown in the voting of $250,000 over 
10-year period for local drainage and flood-control measures. 

Because of the above-enumerated items it is the opinion of the city of Grants 
Pass, as expressed through its common council, that there is an imperative de- 
mand for a completely comprehensive study of flood-control possibilities for the 
Rogue River Valley and prompt activation of measures suggested by such a 
study. 

Respectfully submitted for the Common Council of the City of Grants Pass, 
Oreg, 

Dated October 18, 1956. 

Ropwert C. Martin, Mayor. 

Senator Neunercer. Thank you, Mr. McKinley. Do you have any 
questions? ‘Thank you very much. 

That concludes our list of witnesses and I know that both my col- 
leagues would like—I assume, we have heard from nobody else who 
would like to submit statements unless there is somebody in the room. 

From tHe Auprence. Mr. Chairman, there will be time, I under- 
stand, am I correct, that we may put in statements shortly ? 

Senator Neunercer. The record will be kept open for 15 days from 
today for anybody who has a written statement that he or she wishes 
to submit for inclusion in the record. You can send it either to the 
Senate Interior Committee or the Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. That will be available 
to anybody here. 

From THE AupteNce. Mr. Chairman, here’s a brief by Claude Eaker. 
He had to go so I'd like to file it. 

Senator Neupercer. We will be happy to include it in the record. 
Thank you very much. 








106 ROGUE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 


STATEMENT BY CLAUDE EAKER, GOLD HILL, OREG. 


Gentlemen, I have lived on the banks of the Rogue River for some 8 years. 
Have had damaging floods 4 times in those 8 years. A qualified appraiser esti- 
timated my flood loss in the December flood of 1955 to be $15,000. Two out of 
three of my neighbors were also flooded out. 

The question immediately arises, why I don’t move out. Well, the answer 
to that one is simple. Who would buy a place on the Rogue River now? What 
little I have accumulated during my life is invested there and I don’t feel like 
“plowing it under.” Besides, I like to live where I am. 

But as appalling as our flood losses are, we have a greater loss. Each winter 
we dump uncounted thousands of acre-feet of muddy water into the ocean out of 
this basin. This is gone forever with no possible benefit to our citizens. And at 
the same time we have many thousands of acres of irrigatible land in the basin 
that is now almost totally unproductive for lack of summer irrigation water. 
I come from the arid southwest where water means life itself and this waste 
bears heavily upon me. In southern Oregon we are literally “pouring our great- 
est natural resource down the drain.” 

Control and use of the Rogue River is not only vital to the poor souls who 
live along its banks, but it affects the well-being and posterity of all who live 
in the Rogue Basin. 

It is my humble opinion that it is high time we were doing something about 
controlling the Rogue. What and how should be decided after we get the very 
competent advice of the Army and Bureau of Reclamation engineers. When we 
get a plan from them, it should be acted upon with all possible speed. 


Senator Nerusercer. Senator Hruska, your schedule is a little 
tighter than ours. 

Senator Hruska. Go ahead; I have 20 minutes. 

Senator Neusercer. Firie. Senator Woflord, do you want to say 
anything prior to our concluding this hearing about some of your 
observations and conclusions ? 

Senator Worrorp. Well, Senator, I have been out here in this sec- 
tion since last Sunday and have made a pretty extensive inspection 
tour of the dams, improvements in the northwestern area of the State, 
and have seen a number of the dams, some of which have been com- 
pleted and in operation for years, some of them near completion and 
some of them which are half constructed and some of them just start- 
ing to dig the foundation for. 

i was pleasantly surprised at what a fine country this is out here. 
I had read a great deal about it, of course, and looked at some maps, 
but this is the type of country that you have to see to actually believe. 
I’m not saying that if and when I’m ever financially able to retire 
like some of these gentlemen who testified that I’ll come back here to 
live and leave South Carolina, but it certainly is a delightful place. 
I’m glad that I had an opportunity to come out here and especially 
to attend this particular hearing. 

I realize, I think, having been born and reared in a country com- 
munity in South C arolina, ‘and weall have our problems just the same, 
just what the difficulty has been in this particular case. I think that 
the survey which has been going on, and mind you I was not in 
the Senate at that time, some 20 years I believe, has just kind of 
reached a stalemate out here in Oregon and in.the Rogue River Valley, 
until this flood came along in 1955. I think the plans had been sub- 
mitted, and there is such a total disagreement among the varied inter- 
ests in the community, and you can w vell understand each one, as to the 
conflicting interests, I think if the plan had been shelved, when I 
don’t know, but it was certainly started work on it in 1955 when you 
had this disastrous flood. 
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I think from what I have heard here today, although there has 
been some very wide variance in testimony, I think that you are a 
= oa together in your solution of your problem than you eve: 

» before this hearing. I’m quite sure that after the survey has 
niet n made and you have your joint committee meetings with the vari 
ous departments, that you will be able to arrive at some reasonable 
solution to submit to Congress, If you fail in that, then I am afraid 
that Congress might go ahead and do something that probably won’t 
satisfy anybody, because in a situation like this, as I asked one of the 
witnesses, I didn’t intend to be facetious about it, whether or not he 
ever satisfied everybody. 

It reminds me of the old fable about the fellow, and Aesop's fables 
are pretty good sometimes, that started on his way to town, was riding 
a donkey and his young boy was walking beside him. He passed the 
first neighbor and he said, “Look at that great big strong man riding 
the donkey and that poor little weak boy walking,” so the farmer got 
off and put his boy on the donkey 

The next one he passed said, “Look at that great big strong boy 
and his poor old daddy just walking along.” He didn’t know what to 
do then so both of them got on the donkey. 

The next one says, “Look at those two great big strong husky men 
riding that poor little weak donkey.” So then he got off and took 
his boy off and picked up his donkey and started out and when he 
went across the bridge he fell in, and the moral is that he started out 
trying to please everybody and ended up by pleasing nobody, in 
cluding himself. 

I’m afraid that might be what will happen to you. I hope you 
‘an get. together. I sympathize with you in your problems and cer 
ti tainly will be w illing to cooperate along with the other Senators and do 
what we can to give everybody relief without hurting anybody too 

much, and I think it can be worked out. 

I’m delighted again to be out in the State of Oregon. Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. We particularly appreciate your very gener- 
ous and flattering remarks about our wonderful State. Senator 
Hruska, I’m sure you have something to say. 

Senator Hruska. I can join in that extolling of the virtues of your 
State, Senator Neuberger, except I have been “here before so I a 
what to expect, and I hope the opportunity will come soon that I « 
come back again. 

This problem, of course, is one which has many facets to it. In 
common with many, many other problems, there isn’t any single solu- 
tion; there isn’t any one thing that can be done and get the job clone. 
It is going to require the doing of many things and referring again 
to that upper tributary treatment, I just would like to say this: 
I feel that all of the agencies will explore that to its utmost. Unless 
there is just something totally different between this situation and 
other river basins, I doubt that the total solution will be found there 
either. I doubt that even substantial relief will be given, or protection 
will be given by that to make it the exclusive remedy. 

However, even in that regard I am willing to hold my mind open 
because again and again we find ourselves surprised by things that 
we have to revamp in our thinking when it is at the hands of experts 
that we get suggestions and solutions. Very often in the Congress 
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we find ourselves in spots where we can’t satisfy everybody. Our 
main effort is to distribute happiness as equitably and equ: ally as we 
can among the most people. 

[ would like to suggest that you folks here in this river basin can 
help a lot in that process because the process of self-discipline, of 
each of the interested parties, may indicate that it would be well for 
them to accept an equitable share of the unhappiness in the interest 
of getting a solution that will go far toward relieving many of the 
sharp harshnesses and inequities and dangers which exist in this 
situation. 

Therefore, the alternative to your not doing it yourselves is that 
you are going to get a bad bunch of second guessers on the job who 
are going to “be acting on this thing thousands of miles away from 
here and maybe the result in that case will not be nearly what can 
be achieved right here on the spot. And it is to that end that I would 
suggest that a great deal of conscientious effort be spent. 

Thank you very much, Senator Neuberger, for having such a hos- 
pitable State and such fine, generous, and hospit: able people. 

Senator Neupercer. We certainly appreciate your kind remarks, 
Senator Hruska, and I know that the people here do, too. 

[ think that all of us are pleased that this problem in the Rogue 
River Valley has brought to us today a Senator from the State of 
South Carolina, a Senator from the State of Nebraska, and a Senator 
from the State of Wyoming to join with the Senator from Oregon 
as well as to have testimony from the administrative assistant of the 
senior Senator from Oregon, thus indicating the very widespread 
interest of people all over the country through their elective repre- 
sentatives, in this vital question. 

[ couldn’t help but think as I sat here between my two distinguished 
colleagues that from the time I was brought up in Oregon th: at I have 
heard of this conflict. Long before I ever took an interest in public 
life I can remember the arguments over how we could develop or 
control our rivers and still save the wildlife and the fish in them. I 
remember when Bonneville Dam first was built there were many 
predictions, and I remember this especially because I was writing 
about it. There were many predictions that it would completely choke 
off the Columbia River fish runs. 

After Grand Coulee was started I think I was one of the first 
people to go into the hatchery then being built up, and at Leavenworth, 
if I’m not mistaken, up at Leav enworth to see if the fish runs couldn't 
be transplanted downstream from that largest of all dams. There 
were many predictions that this never could be accomplished, yet it 
was accomplished. 

On the other hand, there is a different side to the coin. I went 
back and did some research in writing an article about Rudyard Kip- 
ling, who came to Oregon in 1891, and fished at Klamath River and 
said it was the greatest fishing experience of his life and people said 
that dams would be built on the Klamath without damage to those 
fish runs, and alas, those provinces were not true and the Klamath 
has been greatly damaged. 

This is a matter of ‘disagreement and yet I believe that as Senator 
Wofford has said, Senator Hruska has said, and Senator Barrett has 
said, it has to be ‘reconciled. I believe that it can be reconciled and 
I want to express my gratitude for the people who have come here 














ROGUE RIVER FLOOD CONTROL 109 


today both from Government agencies and people from the ranks of 


main effort is to distribute happiness as equitably and equally as 
the benefit of their testimony. 


And I particularly want to thank my colleagues who have come so 
far and who have honored us with their presence here. Thank you 
very much. 


(Additional documents and statements filed with the committee 
are as follows :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT WITH ENCLOSURES SUBMITTED BY WILLIAM L. 
(CHAIRMAN, ROGUE BASIN FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER RESOURCES 


Vy Ss, 


ASSOCIATION 


At the joint hearing of the Committee on Public Works and the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs held in Medford, Oreg., on October 19, 1946, the 
Rogue Basin Flood Control and Water Resources Association submitted testi- 
mony. 

At this time we should like to correct one statement in that testimony. 
CORRECTION 


Page 1, floods of the Rogue Basin: First sentence, delete “24” and insert 
‘31°; second sentence, delete “24” and insert “351” 
and insert “S81.” 

We should also like to present some additional testimony for the record. 

At the hearing, some evidence was inserted in the record to the effect that 
there was no danger to life during the ilood of December 1955. Attached as 
exhibit A of this letter is a statement by the civil-defense director of Josephine 
County, Mr. Lloyd BE. Haynes, which establishes the fact that between 300 and 
S00 people were evacuated from their flooded homes by some 20 boats operating 
under extremely hazardous conditions, 

We are also forwarding for inclusion in the record the 
ywners of two of the foremost fishing resorts on the 


third sentence, delete “24” 


statements by the 
Rogue River: Morrison's 
Fishing Lodge and We-Ask-U-Inn, also the testimony of the Grants Pass Chapte1 
of the Isaak Walton League. 
We are submitting the above material in the hope that it will present 
picture of the urgent need for flood control in the Rogue River Basin. 
Respectfully submitted. 


a clearer 


WILLIAM L. JEss, Chairman, 


GRANTS PASS, OREG., October 25, 1956 
SENATE COMMITTER, INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
SENATE PusLIc WorKs COMMITTE® 

Dear Senators: My name is Ben Hilton. At the joint hearing in Medford 
on October 19 regarding flood centro! of Rogue River, I represented the Josephine 
County Court and submitted their brief. At the same time I gave oral testimony 
part of which was contradicted by Col. Paul Weiland, State vice president of the 
Isaac Walton League. 

In rebuttal I am offering as exhibit A and attached herewith a statement by 
Lloyd E. Haynes, State representative from Josephine County, and also director 
of the Josephine County Civil Defense Agency. Mr. Haynes has received great 
recognition statewide and nationally regarding this Josephine County Civil 
Defense Unit. 

Respectfully submitted. 


BEN HIron. 





Exutsit A 


JOSEPHINE CoUNTY, CiviIL DEFENSE AGENCY, 
Grants Pass, Oreg., October 22, 1956. 
Senator MURRAY, 
Chairman of Interior. 
Senator CHAVEZ, 
Chairman of Public Worl:s. 


My Drar SENATORS: This agency wants to go on record protesting the verbal 
testimony of Col. Paul Weiland, State vice president of the Izaak Walton I 


-ague 
in regards to flood control of the Rogue River Basin. 
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I would like to state our action during the flood of 1955. <All afternoon of 
Dbecember 21 we kept a watch on the river to check the rise, at 8 p. mi. we alerted 
ur staff, and at 11 p. m. when the river reached flood stage went into action 
We notified the radio station which usually goes off the air at 11 p. m. if they 
would keep on so that the people could be kept informed of conditions, they 
never left the air all night. The river crested at 7: 45 the morning of December 22 
at 30.16 feet, 13.16 feet over flood stage. Colonel Weiland stated that anyone 
who would go out on the river was crazy and he sure would not. I want to tell 
vou that the people in Grants Pass who had boats reported to our control center 
ind were most anxious to go out on the river and evacuate people who could 
not get out of their homes and this was all done in the dead of night with the 
use of flashlight: We had over 20 boats out on the river most of the night 
and never once was there any hesitation on the part of these men to go and save 
people. We estimate that between 300 and 500 people were evacuated from 
their homes. Unlike Colonel Weiland they put human life and the saving of 
property ahead of fishing 

Floods are costly to everyone including the Federal Government and whether 
it takes low or high dams to control the river we want to go on record as favoring 
whatever action is needed to protect life and property. Past record show that 
wherever dams are built, fishing has improved. The saving of life and property 
is uppermost in our minds. 

Sincerely, 
Liuoyp E. Haynes, Director. 


Morrisons FIsHInG LopsE, 
Werlin, Oreg., October 24, 1956. 
Re flood control, Rogue River. 

GENTLEMEN: We would respectfully call the attention of your group to our 
area of the Rogue and the damage suffered during the flood of last December. 
We are owners of Morrisons Fishing Lodge, 17 miles down river from Grants 
l’ass, in Hell Gate Canyon, an area that has received little or not attention in 
connection with flood control other than a survey by the United States Engineers 
early this year. We suffered $20,000 damage in wrecked cottages, lost fm 
nishings. ravaged grounds, to say nothing of irreplaceable antiques and family 
heirlooms, plus loss of business for 6 months. 

Naturally we are deeply concerned about flood control and catering to fisher- 
men from all points in the United States, we are also interested in protecting 
our fish but feel that dams properly built do not destroy as many fish as were 
destroyed in a devastating tlood. We have an example of this on the Sacramento 
River; since the dam was built fishing has improved so much that customers 
are canceling their stay here and returning to the Sacramento River to fish. 
We all know that trout fishing was “lousy” all season and to date steelhead 
lishing most disappointing, as a result we are losing business and the Rogue 
is rapidly getting a bad name as a good fishing river. 

However, we do feel that in our area one large dam on the upper river is not 
the solution, inasmuch as we were flooded by waters from the Applegate River, 
Jump Off Joe Creek, ete., and we are of the opinion that all major streams 
lowing into the Rogue with such tremendous drainage must be controlled: 
otherwise, we are still vulnerable to flood conditions, property damage, loss of 
business, loss of fish. ete. 

If time permits, we would appreciate an inspection of our area by your group 
and we do sincerely trust that proper action will be taken to give property 
owners along the river adequate protection. 

Sincerely, 
Nota HALPIN. 


WE-ASK-U INN, 
Grants Pass, Oreg., October 29, 1956. 
SENATE INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE. 
PusL_ic WorKs COMMITTEE. 


GENTLEMEN: We are the operators of one of the oldest and best known fishing 
resorts on the Rogue River. Steelhead and salmon fishing has been our very 
existence. 

During the December 1955 flood, we suffered extensive damage including such 
things as having some of our guesthouses entirely disappear. Several acres of 
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150-year old trees were entirely uprooted and swept away, leaving nothing but 
are rock, 

Luring the last 10 years we have seen a steady decline in fishing, which coupled 
vith more frequent and devastating floods has greatly reduced our income 

\t present we are losing many of our old customers to the Sacramento 
River, where the Shasta Dam has lowered water temperature and controlled the 
reamflow. This has greatly improved steelhead and salmon fishing. 


We have come to believe that flood control on the Rogue will bring us better 
shing along with protection of our property We hope that the Fish and Wild- 
fe Services, both State and Federal, will conduct tl ir SUrVveys CO see how much 
lood control will improve fishing We cre hat their answers be il 


oved fishing. 
We are for flood control. 
Sincerely yours, 


C. E. H \ 
[IZAAK WALT* LEA \MERICA, IN¢ 
Ot I Rivi ( LA I 
(ira Pas Ored.. Oetob ] j 
SENATE INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE, 
SENATE PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. ¢ 

GENTLEMEN: The Rogue River Chapter of the Izank Walton League, Grant 

Pass, Oreg., respectfully requests that this letter be incorporated in the cord ¢ 


he public hearing which will be held Friday, October 19, 1956, at Medford, Oreg 

The Izaak Walton League is dedicated to the conservation of the natural 
resources, water, soil, timber, wildlife, and fishlife We know that at times the 

ord “conservation” is thought of in its very restricted use, i. e., “to keep or 
save.” However, we use the word in its fullest meaning, “the wise use of.” 

With this thought in mind, “the wise use of” our natural resources, we wish 
to set forth our views of the problems confronting the attainment of flood cont 
of the Rogue River. 

The first consideration is, of course, the control of the flooding of the lands 
adjacent to the Rogue and Applegate Rivers. And we are cognizant of the need 
for some definite system or plan that will prevent this flooding. However, we 
also feel that any plan so devised should give a very careful and considerate study 
to the subject of preservation of the fishlife on these two rivers and their tribu 
taries. We feel that the economic value of the recreational use of the Rogue 
Basin is of prime importance and should receive due consideration in any plan 
proposed. 

We feel that if the survey encompasses the development of all the various 
methods and means of flood control, such as small watershed development under 
the Soil Conservation Service, the small reclamation projects under the Bureau 
of Reclamation, and the stream control under the Corps of Army Engineers, that 
it might be possible to develop a plan that would receive the support of all the 
people of the Rogue Basin. 

It is the consensus of the Rogue Chapter of the Izaak Walton League that if 
recreation and the preservation of anadromous fishlife in the Rogue River is not 
given due consideration in any plan for flood control that there cannot be a total 
agreement among the people of the basin. 

Very truly yours, 
C. D. (Don) CAmERON, President 
Don Murpny, Secretary. 


RoGueE River, Orec., October 22, 195 


SENATE INTERIOR AND PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

HONORABLE MEMBERS: At your joint hearing on flood control held in Medford 
on October 19, 1956, a brief was submitted by one of the granges of Jackson 
County in which it opposed a high dam on Rogue River. Therefore, as the duly 
appointed representative of Jackson County Pomona Grange, I deem it neces- 
sary to file with you the following statement of fact: 

1. As you possibly know, a Pomona grange is an organization comprising 
the granges of the county. 


ill 
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2. The Rogue Basin Flood Control and Water Resources Association was 
formed for the sole purpose of helping procure flood control of the Rogue River 
Basin by the most feasible plan to be determined by the appropriate Government 
engineers. 

3. This policy, together with a request for endorsement, was submitted to Jack- 
son County Pomona Grange, which, after deliberation in regular session, passed 
a resolution endorsing this program, a copy of which may be in your file. 

It was the sentiment of the grange that flood control was of primary impor- 
tance. 

Respectfully submitted. 
FRANK E. HAtt. 


ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION, ROGUE BASIN FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
RESOURCES ASSOCIATION 


(A nonprofit corporation ) 


I 


The name of this nonprofit corporation shall be Rogue Basin Flood Control 
and Water Resources Association. Its duration shall be unlimited. 


II 


The estimated value of property and money possessed by this corporation at 
the time of making these articles is $1, and the sources of income will be mem- 
bership fees and donations. 


III 


The purposes of this corporation shall be— 

1. To secure flood control on the Rogue River and its tributaries. 

2. To represent the Rogue Basin in matters relating to flood control in com- 
munications to and with Congress, Federal agencies, the State of Oregon, and 
other interested persons real, politic, or corporate. 

3. To collect money by subscription and membership dues to be used in carrying 
out the herein stated purposes of said corporation. 

4. To expend moneys collected or received in paying and discharging the costs, 
expenses, and obligations incurred by said corporation in carrying out any or all 
of the purposes of said corporation. 

5. To do and perform any and all other acts which may be either necessary for 
or proper or incidental to the exercise of any of the foregoing powers. 


IV 


The names, official titles, and post-office addresses of the persons executing 
these articles are as follows: 

Ted Conway, Route 1, Box 312, Eagle Point, Oreg., director. 

CG. G. Broefile, Route 1, Box 294, Cave Junction, Oreg., director. 

H. L. Gebhard, Route 2, Box 640, Central Point, Oreg., director. 

M. H. Williams, Route 1, Box 255, Eagle Point, Oreg., director. 

E. 8S. Strother, Box 10, Shady Cove, Oreg., director. 

H. F. Norwood, Box 568, Rogue River, Oreg., director. 

F. Bristol, 3330 South Pacific Highway, Grants Pass, Oreg., director. 

J. E. Bartlett, 329 Southwest K Street, Grants Pass, Oreg., director. 

A, A. Walker, Box 638, Gold Hill, Oreg., director. 

Ben Hilton, Route 2, Box 411, Grants Pass, Oreg., director. 

C. L. Eaker, Route 2, Box 370, Gold Hill, Oreg., director. 

W. L. Jess, Route 1, Box 132, Eagle Point, Oreg., director. 

Ralph T. Moore, Box 190, Grants Pass, Oreg., director. 

Francis Krouse, Box 498, Route 4, Grants Pass, Oreg., director. 

Rodney Keating, County Courthouse, Medford, Oreg., director. 

Philip Engle, Rogue River, Oreg., director. 

The governing body of the corporation shall be a board of 16 directors to be 
elected annually at the annual meeting of the corporation by vote of the mem- 
bership which said meeting shall be held on the second Tuesday of February 
each year. These directors shall exercise the powers of the corporation. 
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V 


The address of the principal office of this corporation is: Post Office Box 307, 
Grants Pass, Oreg. 

In witness whereof, above-named directors have hereunto set their hands in 
triplicate this 11th day of July 1956: 

Ted Conway, ©. G. Broeffle, H. L. Gebhard, M. H. Williams, E. 8. 
Strother, H. F. Norwood, F. Bristol, J. E. Bartlett, A. A. Walker, 
Ben Hilton, C, L. Eaker, W. L. Jess, Rodney Keating, Francis 
Krouse, Ralph T. Moore, Philip Engle. 
STATE OF OREGON, 
County of Josephine, ss: 

This is to certify that on this 11th day of July 1956, personally appeared the 
above-named: Ted Conway, C. G. Broeffle, H. L. Gebhard, M. H. Williams, E. 8. 
Strother, H. F. Norwood, F. Bristol, J. E. Bartlett, A. A. Walker, Ben Hilton, 
©. L. Eaker, W. L. Jess, Ralph T. Moore, Francis Krouse, Rodney Keating, Philip 
Engle. 

Personally known to me to be the identical individuals described in the above 
document and who acknowledged to me that they executed the foregoing freely 
and voluntarily and for the uses and purposes therein named. 

[SEAL] WaLty P. MARTIN, 

Notary Public for Oregon. 

My commission expires October 27, 1956. 





Exhibit B 


Carpenters Local (Medford), Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Illinois Valley Soil Conservation District, Route 1, Box 294, Cave Junction, Oreg. 

Josephine County Court, Route 2, Box 411, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Shady Cove-Trail Fire District, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Sams Valley-Beagle Soil Conservation District (Jackson County), Route 1, Box 
132, Eagle Point. 

Rogue River City Council, Rogue River, Oreg. 

Grants Pass Realty Board, 3330 South Pacific Highway, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Rotary Club, Shady Cove, Route 1, Box 255, Eagle Point, Oreg. 

Rogue River Garden Club, Post Office Box 562, Rogue River, Oreg. 

Gold Hill Health Unit, Route 1, Box 246, Gold Hill, Oreg. 

Lilinois Valley Irrigation Committee, Cave Junction, Oreg. 

Illinois Rural Fire Protection District, Route 1, Box 720, Cave Junction, Oreg. 

Illinois Valley Chamber of Commerce, Box A, Cave Junction, Oreg. 

Grants Pass Chamber of Commerce, Route 2, Box 329-C, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Veterans of Foreign Wars Post No. 2302, 700 East Park Street, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Shady Cove Trail Firemen, Star Route, Box 80, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Bellview Grange No. 759, Route 1, Ashland. 

Talent Farm Bureau, Route 1, Box 122, Ashland, Oreg. 

Illinois Valley Garden Club, Route 1, Box 294, Cave Junction, Oreg. 

Merlin Irrigation District, Route 1, Box 1020, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Eagle Point Irrigation District, Route 1, Box 337, Eagle Point, Oreg. 

Josephine County Soil Conservation District, Route 2, Box 426—C, Grants Pass, 
Oreg. 

Our Lady of Fatima Club, Post Office Box 1, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Jackson County Motor Court and Trailer Court Association, Rogue Woods, Trail, 
Oreg. 

Shady Cove Grange, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Shady Cove Home Bxtension Unit, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Shady Cove-Trail Lions Club, Box 5, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Shady Cove Parent-Teachers Association, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Shady Cove Garden Club, Box 10, Shady Cove, Oreg. 

Illinois Valley Lions Club, Cave Junction, Oreg. 

City of Rogue River Volunteer Fire Department, Route 1, Box 8-B, Rogue River, 
Oreg. 

United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America, 237 Southeast 6th Street, 
Grants Pass. 

Rogue River Archers, 23 

Local 3009, 2324 Dowell 


37 Southeast 6th Street, Grants Pass, Oreg. 
Road, Grants Pass, Oreg. 
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Rogue Valley Farm Bureau Center, 525 New Hope Road, Grants Pass, Oreg 
Williams Creek Farm Bureau, Williams, Oreg. 
Jackson County Court, Court House, Medford, Oreg. 


Izaak Walton League, 329 Southwest K Street, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Grunts Pass Gladiolas Club, 406 Southeast M Street, Grants Pass, Oreg 
Redwood Grange No. 760, Post Office Box 69, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Gold Hill City Council, 436 First Avenue, Gold Hill, Oreg. 

Parent-Teachers Association, Gold Hill, Post Office Box 477, Gold Hill, Oreg 
QGrecon Licensed Beverage Association, Gold Hill, Oreg. 

Enterprise Grange No. 489, Rogue River, Oreg. 

Josephine Pomona Grange, 10 Pleasant Valley, Grants Pass, Oreg. 

Rogue River Civie Club, Box 261, Rogue River, Oreg. 

Rogue River Boosters, Post Office Box 368, Rogue River, Oreg. 

Rogue Soil Conservation District, Route 2, Box 640, Central Point, Oreg 
Pomona Grange (Jackson County), Route 1, Box 353, Gold Hill, Oreg. 

] ive Oak Grange No. 655 Post Office Box B65, Rogue River. Ore. 

Rogue River Parent-Teachers Association, 4902 South Pacifie Highway, Grants 
Pass, Oreg 











Jackson County Democratic Social Club, Post Office Box 555, Rog r, Oreg 
Evans Valley Parent-Teachers Association, Route 1, Box 47—A, Rogu Oreg 
Foots (reek Community Club, Route 1, Box 290, Gold Hill, Oreg. 
South Oregon Society of Artists, Box 553, Rogue River, Oreg. 
Laurel Garden Club, 160 Landsedel Lane, Grants Pass, Oreg. 
Rogne River Lions Club, Post Office Box 568, Rogue River, Oreg 
Evans Valley Garden Club, Route 1, Box 57—A, Rogue River, Oreg. 
Grants Pass Rotary Club, Lower River Road, Grants Puss, Oreg. 
Rogue Rod & Gun Club, Grants Pass, Oreg. 
ExHIsitT C 
To: The Honorable Wilber Brucker, Secretary of the Army, and the Honorable 


Douglas McKay, Secretary of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SECRETARY: 

Whereas the December 22, 1955, flood of the Rogue River caused disastrous 
damage to the residents of Josephine and Jackson Counties, Oreg.; and 

Whereas the United States Corps of Army Engineers has been requested to 
make a detailed evaluation of the extent of the damage and financial loss caused 
by the flood; and 

Whereas flood control of the Rogue River is essential to prevent a repetition 
of this disastrous flood; and 

Whereas the Corps of Army Engineers of the United States is equipped with 
the necessary personnel to make a study of the means and methods of prevent- 
ing similar floods of the Rogue River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the United States Corps of Army Engineers immediately con- 
duct a comprehensive survey for the purpose of formulating plans for flood 
control in the Rogue River Basin and that said survey and planning be made in 
cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation and all other interested agencies, 
including the Oregon State Game Commission and Water Resources Board of 
the State of Oregon; be it further 

Resolved, That the survey and planning shall take into consideration alternate 
methods of flood control, particularly whether the same can be accomplished 
by tributary dams, or must be done by one high dam; be it further 

Resolved, That the survey and planning shall give full consideration to cost 
of construction, method of payment, attendant benefits, economic and recrea- 
tional interests of the Rogue River Basin; be it further 

Resolved, That all necessary steps be taken by your respective offices to secure 
necessary funds to conduct the above survey and planning; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Honorable Wayne 
Morse, the Honorable Richard L. Neuberger, and the Honorable Harris Ells- i 
worth and that their cooperation in accomplishing the purpose of this resolution 
is herewith requested. 

The above resolution adopted this __ day of _-------~- 196... 


(Organization) 
—_—_—_——_  — -- President. 


—_——_  ———--, Secretary. 





ROGUE RIVER FLOOD’ CONTROL 115 


RoGvuE VALLEY IRRIGATION ASSOCTATI: 
Grants Pass, Oreg., October 26, 195 
GoopRIcH W. LINEWEAVER, 
( ninittes issistant, ( ommittes 0) Interior and I) Suid if/airs 


Nenate OPC Bu lding, VW ashington, D.C. 


DEAR Goopricn : The enclosed list of the membership of the Rogue \ ey | 
vation Association is approximately correct At our annual meeting on Nove 
t there may be a few withdrawals, but there will also be several new me 
Yours sincerely, 

Vicror B 

Or 26. 1901 
rEES O INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS AND PUBLIC WORKS, 
/ ted States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. ( 

GENTLEMEN: Following is a list of the membership of the Rogue Va Ir 
gation Association. It is presented as a supplement to the statement made | 
tor Boehl at the joint hearing conducted by the Senate Committee on hh 
and Insular Affairs and the Senate Public Works Committee at Medford, Oreg 


on October 19, 1956: 


Kagle Point Irrigation District 

Fort Vannoy Irrigation District 

Gold Hill Irrigation District 

Grants Pass Lrrigation District 
Miedford Irrigation District 

Rogue River Valley Irrigation District 
alent Irrigation District 

lable Rock Ditch Co. 

Applegate Valley Irrigation Committee 
Evans Valley Irrigation Committee 
Illinois Valley Irrigation Committee 
Merlin-Hugo Irrigation Committee 
Josephine County Court 

Jackson County Court 

Rogue Valley Farm Bureau 

Belleview Grange No. 759 

Central Point Grange No. 698 

Deer Creek Grange No. 371 

Kagle Point Grange No. 644 

hnterprise Grange No. 489 

Fruitdale Grange 

Griffin Creek Grange 

Illinois Valley Grange No. 370 
Jacksonville Grange No. 700 

Live Oak Grange No. 655 

North Pacific Grange No. 911 

Phoenix Grange 

Provolt Grange 

Redwood Grange No. 760 

Rogue River Valley Grange No. 469 
Jackson County Pomona Grange 
Josephine County Pomona Grange 
Ashland Chamber of Commerce 
Illinois Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Jackson County Chamber of Commerce 
Grants Pass and Josephine County Chamber of Commece 
Fruit Growers League 

Rogue River Traftic Association 
Medford Realty Board 

Grants Pass Realty Board 


a 


1 
1 
> 
c 


tespectfully submitted. 


Vicror Born, 
President, Rogue Valley Irrigation Associati« 
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GrRANts Pass, Orec., October 17, 1956. 
Hon. JAMEs BE. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Jackson Hotel, Medford, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: Replying to your kind invitation to attend a joint 
hearing in Medford, Oreg., Friday, October 19, I would like to say that such a 
hearing is most reassuring to many who live along the banks of the Rogue River 
and we sincerely hope some constructive action will result to prevent future 
floods. Many of the residents along the river are retired, living on pensions 
and find it difficult if not impossible to absorb such losses as occurred last 
December only under the greatest kind of strain on their finances. Banks and 
lending institutions naturally shy away from making loans on river property 
at such a time and the possibility of selling one’s home is nil. There is no ques- 
tion that the entire economy of the Rogue Valley was seriously affected during 
last December's flood. 

At this very moment we are confronted with a grave situation by the bad con- 
dition of the north end of the Savage Rapids Dam. The entire embankment for 
a distance of about 40 feet has eroded away from its original line and since the 
water level has been lowered, a portion of the cement base appears to be without 
any underfill at a most important point—its anchorage. This serious flaw is not 
evident when the river level is raised but as of this moment, it is in plain view 
for your engineers to see and no doubt make some timely recommendation to 
prevent a possible catastrophe. 

Looking forward to meeting you personally next Friday I am 

Cordially yours, 
A. J. SULLIVAN. 


BEND, OreG., October 15, 1956. 
Mr. DENNIS CHAVEZ. 

Drak Str: Thanks for your invitation of October 4 and regret that I will be 
unable to attend the meeting. Plan on buying a home near Grants Pass in the 
near future and, if at any time, I can be of assistance please call on me. 

Sincerely, 
CLAUDE M, HALL, 

P. S.—Possibly the attached are worth a chuckle. 

[From the Bend (Oreg.) Bulletin, October 9, 1956] 
LETTERS TO THE EDITOR 
To the Editor: 

Heard on Bend Mirror Pond: On a recent very windy morning 2 chaps were 
putting up a 24 sheet campaign poster when suddenly a terrific gust of wind 
picked up part of the poster tore it in several pieces and carried it high into the 
air, right in the path of a flock of ducks headed for the pond. 

All but one dodged the pieces, this poor chap and the portion with the candi- 
dates picture met head on, running his head and neck through where the nose was. 

Thusly handicapped he was several moments behind the others and as he 
came in for a landing one of them spotted him. “Take off fellows, take off,” he 
quacked frantically, “Here comes that gas man and danged if he hasn’t grown 
wings. 

Or if you don’t believe that one look over this: 

A shiny new 1956 Cadillac with a McKay sticker on the front bumper parked 
close behind a dirty, weatherbeaten 1950 Ford. The driver jumped out and went 
jauntily down the street softly humming that old, old tune. “Where He Leads I’ll 
Follow.” After a respectable interval of silence the McKay sticker addressed 
the dusty Morse sticker on the Ford. “Say big boy can you tell me something?” 

“Sure can, Sonny, can teil you lots of things.” “Well, then tell me why you 
are so large and I’m so small.” 

“It’s this way” was the reply. “Big man, big sticker, little—oh shucks, Sonny, 
don’t cry, come November and you'll retire to the farm where size doesn’t mean 
unything.” 

CLAUDE M. Hatt. 


BenNp, Orpe., October 5, 1956. 
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ILLINOIS VALLEY IRRIGATION COMMITTEE, 
Cave Junction, Oreg., October 17, 1956. 
(‘OMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Care of Jackson Hotel, 
Medford, Oreg. 

Honorable Sirs: Upon behalf of the Illinois Valley Irrigation Committee, a 
sroup of farmers and businessmen of this area who are vitally interested in de 
veloping our water resources for the purpose of flood control and irrigation, I 
have been requested to present the following statement for your study at the 
joint hearing concerning the flood-control problems of the Rogue River and its 
tributaries. 

The Illinois River, a main tributary of the Rogue, and its tributaries creates 
an extremely serious flood problem which directly affects a large portion of the 
present usable farmland in the Illinois Valley. This situation consequently 
affects a major percentage of the people residing in the Illinois Valley. 

‘This is definitely too great a problem for the people of this area to cope with 
on their own; therefore we feel that it should be given adequate consideration 
in your hearing. 

We also feel that irrigation and all of the other problems, including stream 
bank erosion, flood water storage, land damage, fish management and recreation 
etc., Should be included in your study. These problems are directly affected 
by the flood problem. 

We sincerely hope and trust that, as a result of your study, definite and ade- 
quate steps will be taken to prevent further damage, and to develop and preserve 
our great natural resources. 

Very truly yours, 


, 


Puitie F. Sawyer, Secretary. 


GRANTS PASS GLADIOLUS CLUB, 
Grants Pass, Oreg., October 19, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. MuRRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States Senate. 

Sirs: The Grants Pass Gladiolus Club, of Grants Pass, Oreg., is composed of 
both commercial bulb growers and amateur growers, of the finest bulbs grown 
in the United States. The main outlets for bulbs are Florida and California 
where the gladiolus are grown for the cut-flower trade. 

Although the actual acreage between 200 and 250 acres, required for our 
annual crop is very small compared to other farm crops, nevertheless, the annual! 
income to this area is between $750,000 and $1 million per year. Gladiolus 
bulbs are not grown on the same land year after year as other crops, due to the 
fact that the species will become mixed, and that the diseases that attack 
gladiolus bulbs will infect the soil. Therefore, land is not used but once in 10 
years, so that to keep the bulb industry going in this area it is necessary that 
there be available between 2,000 and 2,500 acres of suitable soil. 

The bulb industry furnishes employment for between 500 and 600 persons 
from September 20 to December 15 and from December 15 to spring planting, 
approximately 75 to 100 persons. Then in the spring planting season the em 
ployment will increase to between 200 and 300. This is off-seasonal employment 
for this area and helps take up some of the seasonal unemployment. 

The land best suited for growing bulbs is the land adjacent to the Rogue and 
Applegate River and subject to flood damage by high waters. If we have an 
early flood in October or November, the chances of the bulbs being washed out 
is very great, and the loss is extremely high, both to the farmworker and the 
community. 

The history of the Rogue Valley shows us that we have had 6 severe floods in 
92 years, namely 1862, 1890, 1927, 1945, 1950, and 1955. This is an average of 1 
flood every 15% years, but it will be noted that our last 3 floods have been but 5 
years apart. Then there have been a great number of years when we have had 
high water that has done considerable damage to farm land through streambank 
cutting. 

We realize it will cost tremendous amounts of money to control floods in the 
United States, but we sincerely and honestly feel that with the limited amount 
of cultivated soil in Oregon and the astonishing percentage of population increase 
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we have had in the past 10 years, and no doubt will receive in the future, that we 
must preserve every acre of land we now have or face a future of scarcity instead 
of surpluses. 

We would like to recommend that some plan of overall flood control be imple- 
mented in the near future. We are not selfish enough to wish only for our own 
protection but feel that those who enjoy fishing and outdoor recreation are en 
titled to due consideration along with the other uses that can be made of flood 
control, i. @., irrigation, power development, domestic water for growing cities 
and industrial purposes. 

Let’s make the water walk from the mountain to the Pacific Ocean instead of 
running. 

Respectfully submitted, 

WittiaM J. CocHRraAN, President. 





JOSEPHINE CountTy Sort CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Gants Pass, Oreg., October 19, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 


Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate. 

Sirs: The board of supervisors of the Josephine County Soil Conservation Dis- 
trict, Grants Pass, Oreg., are very interested as individual farmers and as ad- 
ministrators of the soil conservation district, in the matter of flood control of the 
Rogue River and its tributaries. We realize we do not have the technical train- 
ing that is necessary to make detailed recommendations as to the necessary work 
and/or structures needed to accomplish the desired end—flood control. This is 
a job for engineers. However, we do wish to present our views on what we 
think are the apparent problems that are evident to us. 

But, first we would like to go into a little history of the flood situation and 
resulting damages to land and personal property. 

There have been several severe floods during the past 90 years that have caused 
extensive land and property damage, both to agricultural land and town land. 
Then, we have a great number of high-water-only floods, that do not get out of 
the riverbanks but do considerable damage to farmland lying adjacent to the 
rivers, by cutting away banks and washing farmland away. This constant bank 
erosion takes a large number of acres each year from our fertile farmland. 

We who have lived on the Rogue River for a good number of years notice that 
the floods seem to occur with increasing frequency. We believe that in part, 
this is caused by improper logging methods being used in harvesting the timber 
on the watersheds of the basin. Also, the amount of debris, cut logs, treetops, 
ete., that are carried by the river has increased during the past several years. 
The logs and brush have a tendency to lodge against bridges, on sandbars and 
become entangled in the growth along the bank of the river, causing damming 
and also changing the course of the main stream. Sometimes this change of 
course causes the main stream to be directed at right angles to the streambank 
with the result that considerable land is washed away. 

We have a large number of acres in the Rogue Basin of good land that only 
needs irrigation to put it to productive use and we believe that in the future this 
land will be needed to help supply the increase in population we will have in 
the next 20 years. It is therefore imperative that any flood-control structures 
built should consider the use of the impounded water for irrigation of these 
areas. 

Then, the future need of our ever-increasing demands for water by municipal- 
ities and industry must be considered in the future use of any impounded water. 

We believe that recreation and fishing should be considered in any plan for- 
mulated for flood control. Besides the economical value of recreation and fish- 
ing to this area, we ourselves enjoy a little fishing when we can get away from 
the daily grind of farming. 

There is one problem that has bothered us considerably, and that is the lack 
of adequate flood warning in time to prepare for evacuation if necessary from 
the area that is subjected to overflowing. Our local Weather Bureau forecast- 
ing station at Med Airport, Medford, Oreg., has done a very commendable job in 
view of the lack of personnel and equipment. So far, we have been very fortunate 
in not having any loss of human life, but it is very possible that we could have 
an appalling number of deaths if we do not have timely warnings so that people 
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iving on the flood plain could be evacuated to safety in case of the sudden rise 
of the Rogue River, especially at night. 

We believe that we should have more automatic recording river gages and auto 
matic recording rain gages located at the most advantageous sites over the rive 
basin so that the forecasters will have sufficient and accurate data upon whi 
they can make flood-warning forecasts. 

The cost of adequately protecting our streambanks from erosion is too great 
‘the individual farmer to install. Therefore, we feel that the people as a whole, 
throughout the United States, have a share in this land that produces food and 


fo. 





ber for their consumption and should share in the cost of protecting it. 


SUMMARY 


1 


1. We need a survey that will provide all the information needed to make 
plan providing for adequate flood control of the Rogue River Basin. 
2. We need additional irrigation water. 

3. We need to utilize all the possible power potentialities of any structure 
hat is built for flood control. 

t. We need to protect our streambanks from erosion 

}. We need to protect the recreation and fishing on the Rogue River. 

6. We need the data obtained by recording instruments for preparing a soun 
flood-control plan and for flood warnings. 

Approved by the board of supervisors of the Josephine County Soil Conservation 
District at regular meeting held October 15, 1956, Courthouse Annex, Grants 
Pass, Oreg. 

Attested : 

J. N. MALONE, Secreta? 


ILLINOIS VALLEY Sort, CONSERVATION DISTRI 
Cave Junction, Oreg., October 17, 195¢ 
COMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
Care of Jackson Hotel, Medford, Oreg 


HONORABLE Siks: Upon studying your communication regarding a joint hearin 
for agreement on a program of action to cope with critical problems concer! 
he Rogue River and its tributaries, the board of supervisors of the Illinois 
Valley Soil Conservation District have requested me to present the following 
statement to you. 

There is a serious flood problem created by the Illinois River, a main tributary 
of the Rogue River, and its tributaries which immediately afiects 90 percent 
of all farmland in the Illinois Valley Soil Conservation District. This situatio 
directly affects approximately 60 percent of the people in the Illinois Valley. 

As this problem is too immense and extensive for local control we feel that 
you should include its study in your hearing. 

The board of directors feel that this study should include not only critical 
food-control problems, but problems of watershed management, streambanl 
erosion, floodwater storage, irrigation water facilities, land damage, fish man 
agement, and recreation. All of these items are directly affected by the flood 
problem. 

It is the sincere hope of the directors that as a result of your study an 
recommendations, adequate steps will be taken to prevent further damage to 
our national resources, both public and private. 

Sincerely yours, 


[| SEAL] HeNrRI ApPy, Ne tary 


COMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affaii 


In care of Jackson Hotel, Medford, Oreg 


HONORABLE Sirs: The Iilinvis Valley Garden Club wishes to submit the fol 
lowing statement for your consideration in reference to the problem of flood 
control in the Rogue River Basin. 


The flood conditions which have been increasing in the past in this part 


of the county are progressively affecting the property and lives of the in- 
habitants until it has outgrown the effort of individuals to control. 
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We feel that a comprehensive study should be made taking into considera- 
tion all the aspects of flood control, better local watershed management, with 
reference to timber depletion on Federal lands, clearing log debris in small tribu- 
tary streams, control of stream-bank erosion, floodwater storage, reserve for 
recreation area and wildlife reserve. 

We earnestly hope these problems will be considered in the immediate fu- 
ture to prevent further damage. 

EVANGELINE BROEFFLE, 
Conservation Chairman, Illinois Valley Garden Club. 


ILLINOIS VALLEY RuRAL FIRE DISTRICT, 
Cave Junction, Oreg., October 18, 1956. 
COMMITTEE STAFF MEMBERS, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
In care of Jackson Hotel, Medford, Oreg. 

GENTLEMEN : The board of directors of the Illinois Valley Rural Fire District 
would like to express an opinion on the need for flood control in the Illinois 
Valley which is part of the Rogue River Basin. 

Within the last 6 years we have had 3 floods of major proportions in the 
Illinois Valley. One of these floods was in the month of December 1955, and 
one in January 1956. We also had a very serious threat of a flood of major 
proportions during the spring of 1956. 

This problem of flood control is too large for the people in the Illinois Valley 
to cope with. It is our opinion that the rapid depletion of our timber has been 
one of the main causes of our recent floods. 

We feel that better watershed management, floodwater storage would go a 
long way toward correcting the situation. 

We believe that an extensive study should be made and the necessary funds 
be appropriated to complete an adequate flood-control project for the Illinois 
Vailey and the Rogue River Basin. 

Very truy yours, 
Wa. J. McLean, Secretary. 





LUMBER AND SAWMILL WorRKERS, UNION 3009 


OCTOBER 19, 1956. 
To SENATE INTERIOR AND PUBLIC WorKS COMMITTEE. 

HONORABLE GENTLEMEN: The Lumber and Sawmill Workers, Local 3009 A. F. 
of L., Grants Pass, Oreg., recognizing the tremendous capacity for destruction 
which the Rogue River has demonstrated at varying intervals over the past years 
and realizing that the entire Rogue Basin has reached a point in its development 
where in many areas the threat of future floods will hold back needed expansion, 
wishes to go on record as strong as possible in favor of a complete program of flood 
control. 

We believe that the Rogue River Basin the years ahead will be called on to take 
care of many times its present population. We know, that to do this, we must 
have large investments in industry, in farms and in homes. It is too much to 
expect this to take plaee with the threat of damage from floods of the magnitude 
of last winter at intervals of approximately 30 years with slightly smaller floods 
in between. 

The actual damage to our tax base has been established by a survey by the 
Army engineers so we do not need to go into those statistics except to point out 
that our floods of major proportion occur at approximately 30-year intervals 
instead of 50-year intervals. 

We believe that a survey should be made which will explore every possibility 
of flood control. We think that we should know what can be accomplished by 
tributary, as well as main-stream dams, what can be accomplished by both and at 
what cost. 

In Josephine County, we find a concentration of damage at and near the 
confluence of the Rogue and Applegate Rivers. We are interested in preventing, 
or at least minimizing this damage. Upstream along both the Rogue and the 
Applegate, we find much damage to both farm and residential property. Indeed, 
in the vicinity of Grants Pass, the very lives of the people are jeopardized in the 
higher floods. Land lying along all of our streams are subject to eroding com- 
pletely away by the action of rampaging water during floodtime. In this day of 
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alertness to soil conservation, we are sure that you realize that it is not only 
the present value of the land that is lost; more important to the Nation is the fact 
that the productive capacity of that land is forever lost to the people and with our 
increasing population, the time will soon come when this will be of deep concern. 


Gage readings at Grants Pass (flood stage, 17 feet) 


December 29, 1945, about 23.16 feet ; 70,000 measured by gage. 

October 29, 1950, about 21.25 feet ; 65,400 measured by gage. 

December 22, 1955, about 30.16 feet ; 90,000 measured by gage. 

In conclusion, may we again impress on your minds that we believe that every 
thing possible should be done to preserve for the present and future the values 
in life, in land, and in property which we have here in the Rogue River Basin. 

Dated October 17, 1956. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LUMBER AND SAWMILL WoRKERS LocaL UNION 8009 A. F. oF L., 
By JoserpH B. MULLINS. 
HERBERT R. HERZBERG. 


GRANTS PASS AND JOSEPHINE COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


To Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate Committee on 
Public Works, Hearing on Flood Control of Rogue River and Tributaries, 
Medford, Oreg., Friday, October 19, 1956 

GENTLEMEN: The Grants Pass and Josephine County Chamber of Commerce, 
under date of December 29, 1955, passed a resolution requesting that the United 
States Corps of Army Engineers make a “detailed evaluation of the extent of 
the damage and financial loss caused by the December 22, 1955, flood of the 
Rogue River” and that they further “conduct a comprehensive survey with the 
purpose of formulating plans for flood control in the Rogue River Basin and 
that said survey and planning be made in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation and all other interested agencies including the Oregon State Game 
Commission and Water Resources Board of the State of Oregon.” We also 
requested that “the survey and planning shall take into consideration alternate 
methods of flood control particularly whether the same can be accomplished 
by tributary dams or must be done by one high dam” and that “the survey 
and planning shall give full consideration to cost of construction, methods of 
payment, attendant benefits, economic and recreational interests of the Rogue 
River Basin.” 

The chamber of commerce feels that it is of extreme importance that the 
Rogue River Basin be protected from such disastrous floods in the future. As 
the population increases and the value of property continues to rise it becomes 
more important that this area be protected from such floods in the future. 

It is anticipated and prophesied by all reliable agencies that the population 
of this county will increase to many times its present number in the not too 
distant future. To assimilate and support this increase in population it will 
of necessity be necessary to have greater investments in industry, in homes, 
and in farms. With the constant threat of disastrous floods such as that 
experienced last December it is hard to visualize such investments being made. 

*ast experience shows that such floods have occurred at approximately 25- 
to 30-year intervals with many floods of slightly less proportions at much shorter 
intervals. 

As our forests are cut throughout the watershed danger of the reoccurrence 
of such floods becomes more acute. 

We, therefore, feel that it is of vital concern that a complete and compre- 
hensive study of all possible methods of controlling these floods be completed at 
the earliest possible moment. 

We urge you gentlemen and your organizations to do whatever is possible 
to implement and complete such surveys at the earliest possible time. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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By order of the board of directors of the Grants Pass and Josephine County 
Chamber of Commerce: 
C. B. KNUTSON, 
President. 
BEN NEWMAN, 
Vice President. 
CHARLES PACKER, 
Treasurer. 
CHARLES VANNICE, 
Secretary. 
L. C. HANSEN, 
Manager. 


MorRRISONS FISHING LODGE, 
Merlin, Orey., October 12, 1956. 
Re Hearing, Flood Control, Rogue River, Oreg. 
Mr. GoopricH LINEWEAVER, 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR Srr: We would respectfully call the attention of your committee to 
our area of the Rogue and damage suffered during the flood of last December. We 
are owners of Morrisons Fishing Lodge, 17 miles downriver from Grants Pass, 
in Hell Gate Canyon—an area that has received little or no attention in con- 
nection with flood control other than a survey by the United States Engineers 
early this year. We suffered $20,000 actual damage in wrecked cottages, lost 
furnishings, ravaged grounds, to say nothing of irreplaceable antiques and 
family heirlooms, plus loss of business for 6 months. 

Naturally we are deeply interested in flood control and catering to fishermen 
from all points in the United States, we are also interested in protecting our 
fish, but feel that dams properly built do not destroy as many fish as does a 
devastating flood. However, we do feel that in our area one dam on the upper 
river is not the solution, inasmuch as we were flooded by waters from the 
upper Rogue, Applegate River, Jump Off Joe Creek, etec., and it is our opinion 
and hope that all major streams emptying into the Rogue can be controlled, 
otherwise we are still vulnerable to flood conditions. 

If time permits, we wou'd appreciate an inspection of our area by your com- 
mittee and we do sincerely trust that proper action will be taken to give property 
owners along the Rouge adequate protection. 

Respectfully, 
NOoOLA HALPIN. 


RoGvE RIver Booster CLus, 
Rogue River, Oreg., October 17, 1956. 
JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Post Office, Medford, Oreg. 

Dear Mr. Murray: We, the Boosters of Rogue River are the merchants, the 
butcher, the baker, the feedstore man, the cleaner, the innkeeper—all working 
together to make a decent living, serve each other and promote good will and 
prosperity for our little city of Rogue River. 

We bought Christmas trees that were placed in front of each place of business. 
Their lights reflected the spirit of good will to all and the happiness of the 
Yuletime. 

Then came the flood of December 1955. The water rose fast and away in its 
wake went fruit trees, lumber, furniture, livestock, buildings. With lumps in 
our throats we saw all this. Yes; we saw the Christmas tree lights go out and 
under too. But we had work to do. All pitched in to help one another. The 
feedstore truck, the loggers truck, pickups, and rigs of all descriptions carried 
furniture and belongings to safety at the VEW or Grange Hall that were quickly 
opened and those women got hot coffee and sandwiches together for all. 

Many motels were gone with the river or flooded. Folks left their flooded 
homes to go to homes of friends. Many came to Waller’s Inn. There were just 
a few rooms vacant. Beds were made on the davenports in the lobby. Folks 
offered to share their rooms or apartments with others. Some had to be turned 


away. 
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No; we that were here will never forget the tragedy of that night, the heart 
aches, the loss of treasured belongings and the loss of money. 

We're back in order in appearance to the casual observer but in our hearts 
is the dread—could it come again? Yes; it can unless something is done to 
help the pensioner whose chickens went down the Rogue, the gas-station man 
whose pumps were under water and Bob Gail’s grocery store that sports the 
advertisement ‘The home of high water and low prices.” 

Hoping for help. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. BeETry WALLER BAMFOoRTH, 
Seerctary of Boosters Club 


GoLp BEACH, Ore 
October 10, 1956 
Mr. JAMES Murray and Mr. DENNIs CuAvez, Chairmen. 

DreAr GENTLEMEN: Thank you for your letter and the invitation to the com 
mittee meeting at Medford, Oreg. I would like very much to come, but will not 
he able to do so as I'm the cook-manager here of the Gold Beach High School 
Cafeteria, so I will be working. 

We are very much interested in getting something done for the flood contro 
Things look bad for us if we get high water. The United States Plywood Co 
here has removed a lot of gravel above us and if we do have high water it may 
turn the river on us more than ever. Where do you go to get the flood insurance ? 
The bill was passed, wasn't it? Please let us know if we can insure our home 
and where to get the insurance policy. Good luck to you, and I sure do hope 
we get a landslide for Adlai Stevenson for November. Oregon sure does need a 
housecleaning in our statehouse, too. Our taxes are terrible here. Thank you 

Sincerely yours, 


Mrs. A. Roru 


i RouGce River, Oree., 
Octoher 16. 1956 


STAFF MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS AND 

(COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WorkKs, 

Care of Jackson Hotel, Medford, Oreg. 

DEAR Stes: In reply to a letter received from your committee this week, we 
would like to tell you of our losses in the flood of December 1955. 

We have been here since August 1949, during which time we built a building 
on the bank of the Rogue River just west of the town of Rogue River which 
was used as a chinchilla unit and dwelling. Most of the savings of years ol 
work for both of us were invested in our building and in our herd of about 200 
chinchillas which we had been raising as breeding stock. We lost all except 
about 20 animals, which we sold because our building was so badly damaged 

that we had no place to keep them. The end of the building was torn out by 
the flood water—6 feet 2 inches deep in the building. Almost everything that 
we owned was damaged and many things lost altogether. We would estimate 
$1,000 in damage to chinchilla equipment, furniture, kitchen appliances, clothing, 
and other personal possessions. Repairs to the building cost about $1,200 
most of which was paid by the Red Cross. 

Our garden soil was washed away. A hole 6 or 8 feet deep and about 10 feet 
across was washed out under one corner of the building, and the riverfront of 
our lot is strewn with debris which we cannot afford to clear away, deep gullies 
washed out, and trees destroyed. We would estimate the damage to the lot as 
about $500. We would summarize our losses to be: 


The lowest value that we would put on our herd of chinchillas would 


Dad» casei chan tie aaetamuats woemnntt Sn seamen stains i Stl ati dal ara $8, 000 
(Many of our animals were worth much more as breeding stock.) 
Damage to our building_...._._..__.-----~- sates attcadinsniihccubiee ones 1, 200 
et a: in CE BOR oc tlc cee eebstidane ell Qt cntinetaton 5OO 
Loss and damage to chinchilla equipment, furniture, kitchen appliances, 
elothing, trailer, and other items___-_-~- ssisitiet rade cial ‘ 1, 000 
10, 700 


a ne etna 


84863—56——-9 
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Since this is the second time that we have had floodwater in our building in the 
6 years that we have been here, it seems evident that we can expect the same thing 
to happen again, and we urge you to consider the people who live here before 
the people who merely use this country as a vacationland in the matter of flood 
control, if both homes and fish cannot be protected. 
Sincerely yours, 
AUDIE AND FRANK TERRY. 





STATE OF OREGON, 
STATE WATER RESOURCES Boarn, 
Salem, October 10, 1956. 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MuRRAY: The State water resources board sincerely appreciates 
the interest being shown by the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
as represented by your public hearing to be held in Medford, Oreg., on October 19, 
1956. 

The board is in the initial phases of its studies of the water resources of Oregon 
and related problems, and at this time is not in a position to present information 
that would materially assist your committee in its investigation. 

At this time a basin-by-basin program is being developed but the board has not 
as yet initiated such studies in the Rogue River Basin. We would appreciate 
the opportunity of submitting information to your committee when the board 
studies are complete. 

If possible, we would appreciate receiving the transcript of your hearing. 

Very truly yours, 
Don LANE, Secretary. 


RoOGvuE River, Orec., October 17, 1956. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEz and Senator JAMES E. Murray, 
Medford, Oreg. 

GENTLEMEN: Thank you for giving us the opportunity to submit testimony at 
your hearing. 

I am enclosing a copy of a letter that I sent to Senator Neuberger, a picture 
of our place during the December flood and a copy of the statement made by the 
appraiser for the Federal income tax service. His statement of $10,900 loss 
was made on damage to our land and buildings. In addition our personal prop- 
erty loss was assessed at $3,850 after aids of any type had been subtracted. 
This was a total dollar loss of $14,750. 

In this small community there are about 3 dozen families who live in the 
bend in the river near the town of Rogue River. During the flood the Rogue 
River raised 7 feet in less than an hour and broke through into its ancient bed. 
Most of our damage came from there and not from the regular channel north 
of us. 

This cut us off from Highway 99 and we all ran for our lives. Several people 
in the neighborhood had narrow escapes. 

One mother made 2 trips through water above her knees to save her 3 young 
children. Men struggled with livestock in water over their heads. All this at 
2 o’clock in the morning of a December day. There was no light and the roaring 
of the river obscured all sound except when trees crashed down or smashed into 
buildings. 

However, the problem that confronts us now is that last winter’s floods filled 
the river channel with rocks, gravel, and debris. 

We used to have an 18-foot channel in front of us; now barely 2 feet are in 
the clear. This debris is embedded with dozens of huge trees that we do not 
have the strength, money, or equipment to remove. 

To those of us who live here flood control is not an academic matter for dis- 


cussion. Flood control, for us, means survival and we pray that it may not be | 
too little and too late. | 
JEAN MOLLINSON WICKS. 
Mrs. HerMAN N,. WIcKs. 
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Copy OF APPRAISER’S STATEMENT 


To Whom It May Concern: 

This is to affirm that certain real property owned in fee simple by one 
Herman N. Wicks and Jean M. Wicks in joint tenancy, consisting of 6 acres 
more or less, and located on United States Highway No. 99 South, Grants 
Pass, Oreg., approximately one-quarter mile west of Rogue River, Oreg., was 
examined by the undersizned forthe purpose of determining loss suffered 
by flood damage which occurred on December 21, 1955. 

Flood waters severely damaged the land and completely wiped out several 
improvements while inflicting much damage on the main improvements. The 
total damage suffered by the flood is in the amount of $10,900. This amount is 
fixed as outlined below : 


Ria OR Oe on a ee isk a, dee bal a Oa : $2, 400 
Improvements wiped out_____~---~- ES eS ae ie ae » DOO 
Main improvement damage_________--_---~-- a ht pee. 5, OOO 

rns beh ee Reh oh cu y 10, 900 


This statement of valuation is made by the undersigned on the basis of 14 
years experience as a loan officer of the United States National Bank, and sec 
retary-manager of the First Federal Savings & Loan, both of Grants Puss, Oreg., 
and also as a court appointed appraiser of various and sundry estates 

W. L. KRENEK, 
Grants Pass, Oreg. 


NotTre.—Mr. Krenek advised us to make a list of personal property lost which 
we did. The amount accepted by the Federal Income Tax Service was $3,850 
This excluded aid from any source and represents a dollar loss of $14,750 

JEAN M. WIcKS 


RoGuE River PTA, 
Rogue River, Oreg., October 17, 1956, 
Lt. Col. FRANcES G. MCBRIDE, 
Corps of Army Engineers, Portland, Oregon District, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Deak Lt. Cot. MCBRIDE: As parents and teachers in the Rogue River area, we 
are seriously concerned over the effect of the floods, such as the one we experi 
enced last winter, on the health and welfare of our children. In addition to 
interruption of the school program, there are the problems of water contamina 
tion, epidemics, exposure to cold and dampness and in many cases, such serious 
interruption in family life that the children were upset for the rest of the winter 

We therefore respectfully urge that you recommend measures which will give 
this community immediate relief from such future occurrences. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. JoADA LEONARD, 
Secretary 
Mrs. FRANCES MCBARKON 


President. 


RoGuE RIveR PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
District No. 35, JACKSON COUNTY 
Rogue River, Oreg., October 18, 1956 
JAMES MURRAY, 
Chairman, Commission on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Ve dford, Oreg. 


DEAR Sir: Please permit me at this time to most strongly urge that definite, 
immediate, and effective action be taken to limit and eventually eliminate the 
hazard of such destructive floods as the one which descended on this valley last 
December 23, 

Aside from the great number of personal tragedies which are caused at such 
a time, and which you are hearing about, is the effect upon the institutions of 
the communities concerned. 

Especially affected are the school systems. One instance of this is the inter 
ruption of operating schedules which interferes with attendance and destroys 


a portion of the educational effectiveness of the schools concerned In Mlition, 
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the personal tragedies aforementioned so preoccupy the students and staff that 
educational effectiveness is further hampered. Also, the operation of school 
buses becomes either impossible, hazardous, or more time consuming all of which 
tend to either hamper the educational program or to make it more expensive. 

The schools are seriously affected by the shifting of population following a 
flood. This results in some districts being seriously overcrowded by an un- 
forseeable influx of refugees while other schools are left with personnel and 
plant in excess of the needs after those who were flooded out have left. This 
leads to extra expense and an inadequate program on one hand and to a waste 
of space and funds on the other. This waste of public money is further ag- 
gravated by the loss in assessed valuation following the flood which means that 
the areas affected are even less able to support their schools even without the 
additional complications. 

An ever-present hazard following a flood, which is of particular danger to such 
a congregation of people as a school system, is the threat of epidemic resulting 
from polluted wells, exposed sewers and septic tanks, contagion of dwellings by 
flood waters, and the overcrowding of living facilities not affected by the flood. 

These things all total to a matter of great importance to this and other school 
districts. However, of even greater importance is the matter of personal tragedy 
and loss to the individuals caught in the trap of circumstance. As an institution 
dedicated to the serving and emphasizing of human values the school cannot but 
be deeply concerned by this picture. This is especially true in the light of what 
has been done in some places to demonstrate that this need not be, that we have 
the funds, skills, and equipment to forever eliminate the danger of this happening 
again in this valley. 

I cannot urge you too strongly to do everything in your power to guarantee a 
program of flood control for this area. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Sincerely, 
JouN B. Harr, Superintendent. 


GRANTS Pass, OreEG., October 18, 1956. 
JAMES MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Federal Courtroom, Medford, Oreg. 

Dear Str: I am writing as one of those who was a victim of the flood of last 
December 23. My house, which requires a flood crest of 25 feet before it becomes 
wet, was subjected to approximately 6 feet 3 inches of water. After the flood 
receded an impartial appraiser estimated that the value of my property had 
been depreciated about $3,000. The serious part of this is that IT was probably 
less affected by fhe flood than any of my neighbors and feel that I was really 
quite fortunate. 

Since the geography of this area is such as to make preventive measures both 
possible, effective, and of reasonable expense, I wish to urge you and your com- 
mittee to do everything in your power to establish the kind of flood control in this 
area which will guarantee that this will not happen again. 

I would like to suggest that this sort of concern should take precedence over 
the conservation of wildlife. However, the experience in many parts of the 
country has been that properly designed dams have increased the fish life of an 
area rather than decrease it. 

In the interest of all of us, especially those less fortunate than I, let's build 
those dams, 

Sincerely, 
JOHN B. Harr. 





GRANTS Pass, Orec., October 15, 1956. 
JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Dear SENATOR Murray: The cost of building a handful of planes or a small 
number of tanks will give the entire Rogue Valley protection from what appears 
to be certain disaster. This would be real national defense. 

With each new family moving into our basin, with each load of logs cut from 
our forests, with each street and road built, the runoff into the Rogue is greater. 
The threat of floods is increasing each year with no end in sight. 
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Individually we cannot protect ourselves so we are hoping and praying for 
our Government to give us adequate protection against floods as we have e 
perienced them in the last few years. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. ArrTHUR FARRA 


CHINOOK SPORTING Goops, 
River Rogue, Oreg., October 18, 19 
JAMES E. MurRRAy, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Vedford, Oreg. 

DEAR Mr. Murray: In view of my position as a sporting-goods owner in the 
community of Rogue River, Oreg., I would like to express my opinion on the need 
for a high dam for flood control on the Rogue River. My family and I depen 
the Rogue River for a living, and we feel that it would increase the fishing in 
this area, plus making a wonderful boating, water skiing, and recreation are: 
We are not afraid of a high dam; we would not only welcome it from the stand 
point of better fishing but also better living in the Rogue River Valley 

We are just one of the many families that were hurt directly by the flood of 


December 1955. We had 7 feet of water in our home and a great deal of damage 





to our furniture and personal items, not counting the loss of time from our store, 
sickness, and also the lack of winter steelhead fishing last year causi again 
harm to our business, 

It has been proven in other areas that a high dam will successfully aintain 
flood control, as well as increase better fishing. Our community relies on tourist 


trade a great deal and, frankly, it is very discouraging to us to he 
that are being made nowadays about the fishing in the Rogue Rivet 











People tell us this river is a thing of the past, that there isn’t any fish i he 
Rogue River. What are we to do then? Give up? Move to another are We 
don't want to do this, as we like the country ere and the people. Thus 

J you, too, will see the need for a high dam on the Rogue R 

not only us but our many friends and neighbors to live in 
safety and without fear from the Rogue River for many years to « 
Sincerely yours, 
R | 
Ty 
GRA ii ( a) 7 
Mr. JAMES E. Murray, 
f adi nan, Committee on I iterior and Insular Affaii 

DEAR Mr. Murray: At last I have found someone to report the teri 
December flood. 

We had 2 acres of very fine soil here, now the acre next to river is wash ¢ 
right down to the rocks All the t psc il is gone, just left a hole in th } «{ 
vhere the fruit trees were 

I saw a lot of new weeds that have never been in this territory before 

We sure do need flood control of some kind 

I was making my living here with eggs, chickens, and the cow. Now there 
not a building left but the small house I am living in, and it had al t feet 
of water through it. 

I am enclosing a partial list of property lost in December flood. Do you 


anyone in Washington I might write for help? 
Very respectfully yours, 
ELSIE M.C 


PROPERTY Loss 


Two-story building with 6,000 feet lumber to finish, wallboard, nails, plywood, 
flooring. 

Kight panel doors. 

All fences around the place 

»00 feet of cross fence for chickens and cow. 

New white clover (1 acre) for feed. 

2 large chicken houses, 


1 small chicken house. 


All the grain and mash lost. 
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1 cow barn and feedhouse (chicken feeders, large, junior, and small). 
1 calf shed, hayshed, 1 ton hay, feed grain. 
500 chickens ; 70 saved. 
1 garage, laundry room, and woodshed. 
18-foot trailer house, Schultz, and attachments. 
30 fruit trees swept away ; killed the shade trees. 
Tractor, 4-horse Montgomery Ward and attachments. 
Tractor, Planet Junior Garden, and attachments. 
1 No. 200 weaving machine. 
1 trailer-size gas refrigerator. 
1 12-foot deepfreeze (Frigidaire). 
1 416-egg incubator. 
1 500-chick brooder. 
1 2-whee!l trailer. 
100 pounds dried prunes. 
1 electric paint sprayer. i 
2 hand sprayers. 
1 hand power saw. 
1 table power saw. i 
All garden and hand tools. 
Fruit in lower shelves in cellar lost. 
100 pounds homemade soap. 
50 lug boxes for fruit. 
l laundry tray. 
I Maytag washer. 
4 loads of dry slab wood. | 
1 lawn swing (large wooden). 
1 boat and oars. 
1 foot valve and pipe (2%%-inch). 
Fruit ladders, long and short. 
Hand pump so twisted can’t get it out of casing. 
All the furniture and rugs have been washed, and coming to pieces. 

Evsie M. CAMPBELL, 

Grants Pass, Oreg. 





GRANTS Pass, Orea., October 18, 1956. 
JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Medford, Oreg. 

Dear Srr: During the flood on December 22, 1955, we lost our main income. 
We had 5 cabins and 4 were rented for the winter. After the flood one cabin 
was standing in place. $y the middle of summer we were able to get 3 out of 
4 cabins back in place. We had to have lots of dirt hauled to fill the big hole 
in the driveway. We still need lots of dirt hauled. The cabins don’t rent as 
winter is coming. The height of the flood is almost the first question aSked by 
renters then they look for a home out of the flood range. We feel it will be 
many years before we will be able to get back to where we were before the flood. 

A dam on Rogue River is a must to protect the people along the river. 

The logging operations in the mountains will cause more and more floods in 
the near future. 

Sincerely, 








Mrs. HoMer B. HENDERSON. 
HoMer B. HENDERSON. 


WELCOME MOTEL, 
Grants Pass, Oreg., October 17, 1956. 
Re flood control on Rogue River. 


Mr. J. E. Murray, 
Chairman, Interior and Insular Committee. 

Dear Mr. Murray: In the 25 years that I have lived in the Rogue River Valley 
the possibility of flood threats have always been present. It is natural that 
many people who would like to invest have hesitated when confronted with this 
possibility. 
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Needless to say some of the people who could not resist the charm and beauty 
of this beautiful area did suffer greatly from flood damage. 
Our losses were small compared to many others, amounting to $1,000 
Sincerely, 
Mack LitniArp 


JAMES E. MurrRAy, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
DrArR Mr. Murray: We believe that there should be no question of whether or 
not to have flood control—we want to know how soon. 
The hardships caused to all living within this Rogue River flood area are great, 
regardless if the home was actually flooded or floated down the river or not. 
There were over 7 feet of rushing water over an acre of our property. The 
damage to the soil is irreparable—the fence is gone. From our home we could 
see at least 12 homes with water rushing from 3 to 8 feet through their homes, 
not to mention the many buildings which were forced from their foundations 
and raced through the waters with the other debris. 

Neighbors whose garage, cottage, trailer house, barn, chickenhouse, freezer, ete. 
floated down the river were compelled to stay with us for 3 weeks until things 
were dry enough to go in and clean the mud. 

The sewer backed up into our basement where it was necessary to wear boots 
i to go down to fire the furnace—the Red Cross had pumps which were in use 
| and not then available. 

What is the advantage of no flood control? 
Please include us on your list of citizens and property owners who urgently 
desire our Government to prevent such disasters in the future. 
Sincerely yours, 
Mr. and Mrs. CuAs. E. MENDEr, 
Grants Pass, Oreg. 


GRANTS PAss, OreEG., October 17, 1956. 
JAMES E. MurRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
DEAR Str: I am 80 years old and I do indeed want the flood control. 
It came right up to my house. 
Very sincerely, 
Mrs. Maup PArsons 


GRANTS Pass, Orec., October 10, 1956. 
JAMES MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Dear Str: I am over 70 years old and have a small home on the Rogue. Last 
December the water was within 2 inches of the ceiling. Had it not been for the 
Red Cross and the help of kind neighbors, I would have been unable to restore 
my home. 

' I cannot sell and I am unable to move to another location. All I can do is 
hope that in the near future my Government, through you, will give us com- 
prehensive and complete flood protection. 

sincerely, 
BerTHA A. HARRI ron 


GRANTS PASS, OreEG., October 15, 1956. 
JAMES MURRAY, 
Chairman, Convmittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Dear Sir: I am just a housewife who knows nothing about the building of 
dams, but I do know that some kind of simple flood control is necessary and 
possible for this area. Just a simple dam could have prevented the terrible 
experience many of us went through in December of 1955. No one can imagine 
how it feels to see one’s home eaves high in water and later tons of mud on 
everything. The cleanup job is so discouraging; many things are totally de- 
stroyed. Pictures and keepsakes are gone forever. And worst of all is the 
possibility that it can happen again. In fact it is probable with our changing 
weather picture and increased timber cutting. Next time the damage will 
be worse; it is accumulative. Plaster that stood the water this time will not 
stand it again. 
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Building a dam is something the people cannot do for themselves. We must 
ask the Government to do this for us. We are asking for a plain flood-control 
dam—built as soon as possible. 

Thank you. 

MAvupDE THERESE FARRAR. 


Go.tp Hirt, Orec., October 18, 1956. 
JAMES MURRAY, 
Committee on Interior Affairs. 

Dear Str: We would like very much for something to be done for flood con- 
trol in this district. We live between Highway 99 and the river, and suffered 
considerable damage in the December 1955 flood. Not only did we suffer property 
damage but it was impossible for my husband to get to work in Grants Pass due 
to the highway being flooded out. In our opinion a dam would improve this 
part of the county both for residence and business. In our opinion a dam 
would also help the fishing situation and resort area which this part of the State 
is so noted for. 

We sincerely hope something will be done about flood control in the very near 
future. 

Sincerely, 


Mr. and Mrs. H. E. WILLiams. 


GRANTS Pass, Orea., October 18, 1956. 
UnItTep STATES SENATE, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
(Attention: James BE. Murray, chairman.) 

GENTLEMEN: Thank you for your letter of October 4, advising of the joint 
hearing to be held in Medford on October 19. If it is at all possible for me to 
attend I certainly shall, for anything having a bearing on flood control for the 
Rogue River Valley is a matter of vital importance to me, my family and my 
neighbors. 

While in January of 1953 our home and property was severely damaged by the 
rise of the Rogue River, it was not to be compared with the disaster wrought 
upon us by the flood of December of 1955. Two of our buildings were completely 
destroyed and our home ripped from its foundations and half of it completely 
demolished, along with all of our furnishings and clothing. As you are no doubt 
aware, there is no flood insurance available to us living near the river. We are 
still in the process of rebuilding and are, after almost a year has passed, still 
homeless. It is hard to tell just how long it will be before we are recovered 
from this disaster, and were it not for the invaluable assistance we received from 
the Red Cross, we would not have been able to attempt this rehabilitation and 
our work and investment of years, wiped out completely. 

I would not presume to suggest to your committee what form a flood control 
project should take, as I’m sure the United States Army Engineers are far more 
qualified to recommend a suitable and effective program, but I do ask and plead 
that you do seriously and quickly take some action in bringing about an effective 
flood control program for the Rogue River Valley. 

Sincerely, 
FP. E. Birk MAN. 


P. S.—My property consists of approximately 3 acres, and while I am an ardent 
fisherman, no amount of steelhead, or trout can make up to my family its loss. 


LAUREL GARDEN CLUB, 
Rogue River, Oreg., October 17, 1956. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON Punptic WorKs, AND INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS. 
To Whom It May Concern: 

As members of this community we are interested in the development of this 
area and the protection of its residents along the riverbanks. 

We are heartily in accord with all the activities of the Rogue basin flood control 
and hope it will go forward to the end that we may see the discontinuance of flood 
damage each year and alleviation of human suffering. 

We believe this part of Oregon will grow and grow because of flood control 
which is needed now more than ever. 
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May we see prompt action on the part of those responsible for this improve- 
ment? 
Sincerely, 
. Mrs. Henry L. Bonney, 
Secretary. 
Mrs. CLAUDE WILLOUGHBY, 
President 


CENTRAL POINT, OrREG., October 24, 1956 
Mr. BEN TUCKER, 
County Agent, Jackson County Eatension Service 
County Courthouse, Medford, Oreg. 


Dear Mr. Tucker: The estimated damage caused by the floods of December 
1955 and January 1956 to my property, located in the area where Bear Creek 
enters the Rogue River, was a total of $33,898.98. $31,520 is the loss that the 
county assessor estimated against the real estate. The balance of $2,378.98 is the 
amount that I estimated it would cost to replace fences, lumber washed away, 
and repair for machinery. 

The $31,520 loss was caused almost 100 percent by the deposition of sand and 
gravel washed out from the Bear Creek Channel. During the 7 years that I 
have owned this property, the Bear Creek Channel has filled up rapidly with sedi 
ment washed down from the gravel pits in the vicinity of Central Point. Three 
years ago, my neighbor and I spent several hundred dollars deepening and widen 
ing the channel, but that gave only temporary relief due to the fact that the area 
immediately above the Gold Ray Dam is filled with sediment. Now, additional 
sediment is deposited on the croplands adjacent to Bear Creek, since there is no 
longer room for it in the basin behind the dam. 

Although I was,able to recover approximately 75 acres of land that was covered 
with fine sand and silt, I have not considered it advisable to risk the expe 


of recovering an additional 95 acres that was in production last year, nor to 
proceed with my plans to clear and irrigate approximately 150 acres of bottom 
land now in cottonwood. 

Until some positive action is taken to remedy the present situation, neither my 
neig! bor nor I will be in a position to proceed with the development of our 
properties. 

Very truly yours, 


KIRTLAND FARM, 
Central Point, Oreg., October 24, 1956 
GENTLEMEN: Having resided in Jackson County, Oreg., on the Rogue Rivet 
since 1917, I feel qualified to state the present alarming flood conditions 


My husband and I own 200 acres of some of the finest river-bottom lan l 
the county and it is fast being washed away. For the 27 years from 1917 to 
1944 the Rogue River flooded the bottom half of our ranch 38 times, and only in 
1927 was there any damage, such as erosion, debris, and washed-out fences In 
the 12 years from. 1944 to 1956 the river has flooded 75 to 99 percent of our 


ranch 14 times. In the flood of 1927 the water on our land reached a height 
of 8 feet. In 1955 the water on the land reached 14 feet, flooding our house and 
buildings situated on high ground where it was never thought possible. Each 
year of floods the water is higher, stays on longer, and floods more times in a 
year, until this last 1955-56 winter we had 3 floods. 

Our story is the same as all landowners on the Rogue River. 

As my father was Judge Alex Sparrow, formerly of the United States Army 
Engineers (one of the engineers for the Panama Canal), I feel I am in a position 
to strongly advocate flood control. 

Respectfully, 
HARRIET LEE KENDALI 


NORTHWEST PusLiIc PoWeR ASSOCTATION, INC. 
Vancouver, Wash., October 22, 1956. 


Hon. Rich arp L. NEUBERGER, 
1017 Southwest Washington Street, 
Portland, Oreg. 
DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: I very much regret being unable to attend the 
hearings on development of the Rogue River. 
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This association has no resolutions on this question. However, I offer for 
the committee’s thinking the analogy of the California water plan which is sum- 
marized in the enclosed article. Also enclosed is the address, California Looks 
to the Future, which is a salutary challenge to anyone who might be tempted 
to tolerate partial development of a river. 

I respectfully submit this letter and attachments as part of your hearing 
record and urge a program for complete flood control on the Rogue River. 

Sincerely, 
Gus Norwoop, 
Eevecutive Secretary. 


[From the Pacific Northwest Public Power Bulletin] 
THE CALIFORNIA WATER PLAN 
HAS LESSONS FOR PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


California has plenty of water but it comes in the wrong place and at the wrong 
time. 

To remedy this situation the State water resources board (created 1947) 
has just recommended a $713 billion program comprising 260 reservoirs, capa- 
ble of storing 60 million acre-feet of water, and some 40 pumping plants plus 
hundreds of miles of canals and tunnels to transfer 21 million acre-feet a year 
from northern to southern California. 

The plan will result in harnessing virtually all of the State’s 7 million kilo- 
watts of undeveloped hydro. However, all this power will be needed for pump- 
ing water, plus 6 million kilowatts more. 

Half of the program will be completed in the next 20 years starting with the 
440,000-kilowatt Oroville Dam on the Feather River for irrigation, domestic 
water, flood control and power. 


THE CALIFORNIA WATER INVENTORY 


The estimated mean seasonal natural runoff of all California streams is about 
71 million acre-feet, varying from a dry year of 18 million to a wet year of 
135 million acre-feet. Major floods have hit northern California 1907, 1938, 
1950, and 1955. Most of the rain falls in winter to cause floods while the 
farmers suffer from drought in summer. The water comes at the wrong time. 

Well over 70 percent of the water falls in the northern one-third of the State, 
north of Sacramento. Yet 77 percent of present and 80 percent of the ultimate 
need is in the southern portion. The water falls in the wrong place. 

The disparity is accentuated by mountain ranges. Some 41 percent of the 
State total falls in the north coast area (Klamath, Trinity, Eel, and Russian 
Rivers). Even the Trinity Dam will salvage only a small portion of this. 
Ultimately about 11 million acre-feet of water annually will be diverted from 
the north coast inland and southward. 

The Sacramento River Basin catches 32 percent of the average runoff. The 
plan calls for transfering 10 million acre-feet of this to the southward. 

The San Joaquin Basin captures 16 percent of the average natural runoff. 
These three areas get 41, 32, and 16 percent for a total of 89 percent. The 
other half of California is pretty dry. 


UPSTREAM STORAGE IS KEY 


California has about 130 million acre-feet of underground water storage 
within 200 feet of the surface in the Central Valley area alone. However, this 
water is being mined. California is overdrawing its water bank account 5 
million acre-feet per season. By 1965 such overdrafts may reach 11 million 
acre-feet. It is a path toward economic suicide. 

Man-made storage now totals 20 million acre-feet including the 4,500,000 
acre-foot Shasta Dam. The California water plan calls for 260 dams to provide 
60 million acre-feet of additional upstream storage for flood control, for cyclical 
storage from wet years to dry years and for seasonal storage of winter rains for 


TRENDS IN WATER NEEDS 


Californians now use 21 million acre-feet for consumptive uses of which 90 
percent goes for irrigation. The irrigation usage will increase from the present 
19 to an ultimate 41 million acre-feet per season or more than double. Irrigated 
land will increase from 7.3 to 19 million acres. 
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Domestic use of water will increase fivefold from 1.6 to 8.4 million acre-feet 
to provide for a population increase from the present 13 million to an ultimate 
iO million people. 

The combined need is for 50 million acre-feet of water per season or over 
two-thirds of the 71 million acre-feet of average available supply. 

The Central Valley now receives 48 percent of the 71 million acre-feet supply 
and will ultimately use 48 percent of the 50 million demand. The north coast 
now receives 41 percent of the supply but will only need 4 percent of the 50 
million acre-feet of demand of the State. 


CALIFORNIA AQUEDUCT 


The main feature of the California water plan is the so-called California aque- 
duct to convey 21 million acre-feet of water per season southward. 

Some 1,800 miles of canals and tunnels and 40 pumping stations with a pump- 
ing load of 17 million kilowatts (that is, 17 million kilowatts of pumping load). 

First stage is the Feather River project authorized by the legislature in 1951 for 
construction by the water project authority (created 1934) at a cost of $1,500 
million. A key feature is the 440,000-kilowatt Oroville Dam. Feather River 
water will be transferred to southern California via the Central Valley. 


NEW DEPARTMENT CREATED 


In April 1956 the California Legislature abolished virtually all State water 
agencies and transferred their functions to a new department of water resources, 


LESSONS FOR PACIFIC NORTHWEST 


California has produced a comprehensive water plan of unparalleled scope. 
However, much of the concept may be found in the Bureau of Reclamation interim 
report on reconnaissance, California section, of the United Western investigation, 
prepared January 1951, except that no water is imported from Oregon. 

(1) It is significant that the plan was developed under State leadership and on 
a relatively nonpartisan basis. (2) The report calls for more than twice as much 
upstream storage than is now advocated for the whole Columbia River Basin. 
(3) The report calls for harnessing virtually all the 7 million kilowatts of hydro 
potential of California. 

PUBLICATIONS AVAILABLE 


"ater Resources of California, State Water Resources Board Bulletin No. 1, 1951, 
‘3, Sacramento. 


Water Utilization and Requirements of California, State Water Resources Board 
sulletin No. 2, June 1955, volume 1 text ; volume 2 appendixes and plates $7.50, 
Preview of the California Water Plan, State Water Resources Board, March 1956, 
36 pages, 3 plates, illustrations, no charge. 
Report on the California Water Plan, State Water Resources Board Bulletin No. 
3, to be published in preliminary form June 30, 1956. 


EAGLE Pornt, OreG., October 18, 1956. 
SENATE INTERIOR AND PurLIC WorKS COMMITTEE, 
United States Government, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: My problem is flood control, by whichever method the United 
States engineers and Bureau of Reclamation see fit and proper. 

When I purchased our homesite on the Rogue River in 1941, we had a nice 
rounded nature-made riverbank with plenty of big trees and a stream around 80 
feet wide of fast-running water. I started construction of my home in 1945 but 
with materials difficult to obtain and with no priority, was unable to finish the 
structure until 1950. During the high water of 1945-46 I lost my garage and all 
its contents into the river. Very little was recovered. (Farm tractor and irri- 
gating electric pump was found and put back into service with plenty of expense 
in so doing.) In 1946, we decided to move our dwelling back 200 feet from the 
river, which we did. Since the 1946 water, we have lost bank during the floods 
which we had and all the big trees are long since‘down the river. At the present 
time our river is about 300 feet wide and very shallow. We have lost around 150 
feet of bank since 1946. We have taken action on our bank and have had hauled 
over 100 loads of quarry rock which we believe will stop erosion of banks unless 
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we get higher water than we had in 1955. We constructed a dike in 1950 which 
has held the high waters since 1950 until 1955 when it was washed out. It has 
since been reconstructed with a height of 18 inches more than the old dike. I 
have tried to get some help from the Government under Public Law 99 but outside 
of a lot of correspondence and half promises, we now find ourselves going it alone 
so far as flood protection along our banks. We will have spent around $2,000 on 
our bank trying to hold floods but have no assurance that we will not be overrun 
with a higher flood in the future. 

Property in my immediate vicinity is not salable anywhere of actual costs or 
values because of flood conditions. Homes in this vicinity are not shacks but 
modern homes just like you would find in good sections of any city. We are not 
wiunting to leave this vicinity because of its wonderful climate but unless we can 
be safe from flood conditions, our vicinity will not prosper like other sections of 
the country. 

Anything that can be accomplished that will eliminate floods along the Rogu 
River will be greatly appreciated by all concerned. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 


Mites H. WILLIAMS. 


PorTLAND, OrEG., October 27, 1956. 
Re Rogue River flood control 
JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sirs: We should like to take this opportunity to give our opinion regard- 
ing the need for Rogue River flood control. We own property on the lake part of 
the Rogue River, 4848 South Pacific Highway, and last winter during the Decem- 
ber flood we had 53 inches of water in our home. The furniture that was not 
washed out of the house was no longer of any value. We have a beautiful home 
there and had between $4,000 and $5,000 of furnishings. sefore the flood our 
home was appraised at $16,000, but now we can’t sell it at any price, although 
we have redecorated the place and it looks as good as ever. But potential buyers 
tell us that they would not under any circumstances, nor for any price, buy in 
that flood area until such a time as flood control can be assured. 

As far as fishing is concerned, anybody but an Izaak Walton can tell you 
practically nil in that area where the flooding took place. We had our 
boat and went out to fish day after day, and fished from our private 
rather tried to catch fish, and about all we could catch were so small tha 
had to be thrown back. Fishing in the Rogue is a joke. A high dam ws 
the only solution to benefit homeowners along the Rogue, as well as real fisher 
who really want to catch fish. It is safe to say that no person who was caught 
in that flood, and previous floods which have occurred there, would want to fight 


flood control, just to catch a few minute fish. However, no fish, however 


could recompense us for the loss we have suffered regarding furnishings 

ial belongings, and value of home—which you know takes many years of 
sacrifice and savings to attain—then to see it all washed down to the ocean just 
to satisfy a few selfish people who love a fish more than mankind. 

Due to the constant fear of flood during the winter months we can no longer 
live in the house and take the chance of losing any more than we have, also our 
nerves just will not take it. A renter even will not live there. We now live in 
Portland and will continue to do so until such time as we can be assured some- 
thing will be done about flood control on the Rogue River. The home just sets 
there and is a constant worry to us. It is located about 230 feet back from the 
river. 

Very truly yours, 
H. R. Barsur. 
Sara M. BArpur. 
P. 8.—Please, won’t you give us complete flood protection? 
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Rogue River, Or 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Senator JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

GENTLEMEN: We are a retired couple living on a modest income, our proud 
possession was a nice home on the Rogue River, which was badly wrecked in last 
December’s flood. We lost household furniture, clothing, and personal items 
that can never be replaced. That’s our reason for wanting flood control. 


EpNA AND WM. PATERSON 
[Reprinted from the December 30, 1955, issue of the Times, Rogue River, Oreg 
THE FLOop Story 


This is part of the story of the December 1955 flood. 
This is only part of the story for no one knows the whole story, and probably 
o one ever will, for the story lies with each victim and with each worker 


1 


This is the continuing story of the flood that began on the morning of Dee 


} 


22 he 


her 21 and reached a roaring climax on the morning of December 22 
flood reached a crest of over 30 feet and then began to recede. 

Primarily, this is the story of the flood at Rogue River, because anyone who 
was in Rogue River could not leave to see how other areas—Gold Hill and Shady 
Cove—were faring. 

First warning of the flood was a telephone ringing in the home of Civil Defense 
Director Bud Webb. The time was 5:30 p.m. Calling was Jackson County 
Civil Defense Director Gen. Joseph Hicks. He had talked with a Copco engineer 
who was just in from Prospect. The engineer told him that water was coming 
n quantities over the Prospect Dam and a flood could be expected. 

Just a week before, General Hicks had been in Rogue River to form a civil 
defense unit and to name Webb as its head. Howard Miller, the previous CID 
director, had resigned and the organization had disintegrated. 

Within a week, Webb had formed the nucleus of an organization and these 
men were alerted. Chief of Police William Peters was contacted and the organ 
ization swung into action. 

Byv 5:40 p. m., December 21, all civil-defense men were ready to go. 

Like modern Paul Reveres the men covered homes on both sides of the Rogue 
River notifying people to expect a flood and to evacuate. By 6:30 p. m. this 
work had been completed. 

First to evacuate was Chuck & Monty’s boat-launching business and some few 
others, according to Webb. 

Some people refused to take the warning seriously. Some were newcomers, 
Some had been through two floods and hadn’t been touched. Others turned to 
their radios to listen for “flood-crest’ news. In this latter group were people 
that knew almost to the inch how near the water would come to their homes at a 
certain crest. 

The first broadcasts—quoting the United States Weather Bureau—stated that 
the flood would crest at midnight at Dodge Bridge at 1014 feet, later at Gold 
Ray at 1614 feet, and in the early morning at Grants Pass at 19 feet. 

To many people this broadcast virtually told them that neither their homes 
nor they were in any danger. Typical of these were Ralph Bosse and his wife 
who were occupying the home of Mr. and Mrs. Edward Bartlett. Behind the 
home are a number of cement steps. Previous floods had climbed the steps one 
by one, and in 1958 reached into the house doing some damage. But with the 
low crest predicted, the Bosses did not prepare to move until too late. 

When they did decide that maybe they had better get out, a truck was called 
to help, but the water rose too fast and they had to escape te high ground. 

In some cases people were forced to evacuate and in some cases when house- 
holders told the evacuation workers not to take their furniture out, the furniture 
was taken anyway and was stored in the VFW hall. 

Floods to Rogue River have been an experience that was repeated and the 
manpower was available. In past floods farmers have moved down to the area 
with their tractors and trucks, loggers have come and every able-bodied man 
has aided in the work. This time with the civil defense working there was a 
head in the rescue and the evacuation. Pieces fell into place. 


Ww 
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Boats were manned and people rescued. Houses were emptied in a matter 
of minutes—sometimes over the protests of those who had listened to the flood- 
crest predictions. That there was no loss of life was due to the alert men who 
kept on working and in some cases persuading the people to flee. 


[Reprinted from February 17, 1956, edition of the Times, Rogue River, Oreg.] 
FiLoop ConTROL Is A MATTER OF SURVIVAL 


For nearly 100 years people who live along and to some extent depend upon 
the Rogue River for a livelihood have been dreaming about flood control. 

In the early years, it was just that, a dream. For in those days there was no 
great paternalistic Government with millions for dams. What was done was 
done by private enterprise and by private enterprise alone. In those days too, 
there weren’t so many people in southern Oregon. 

In the last decade, however, there has come a great change in the thinking of 
people who live in the Rogue River Valley. Flood control has become a must if 
the people, the businesses, the towns are to exist. 

We have been told by authorities—and it has been printed in the paper—that 
only for the grace of God (a change in the center of the December storm) we 
would have had 2.7 times as much water in the Rogue as we had. 

Had this come about, flood control would have been too late. Gone would be 
the Trail-Shady Cove area, gone would be much of the rich farming area around 
Central Point. Gold Hill would have been a name only and ditto for the town 
of Rogue River. The Grants Pass business district would have been badly, badly 
damaged and much of it beyond repair. 

This is not a dream. It is an “if” fact story and one that could happen this 
spring or next winter or next spring. It hangs over the valley like a threatening 
sword on a hair. 

Flood control, therefore, is a case of survival. 

After the December storm, organizations began to band together to seek flood 
control, 

A move for a gigantic plan—known as plan A—had failed in 1948. It had failed 
because the people of the valley were sold down the river by a small group of 
their own citizens and by their supposed leaders. Their mess of pottage is now 
known as the Talent project which no more affects flood control on the Rogue 
than would a beaver dam on Foots Creek. 

Leading this fight against a high dam on the Rogue was the Izaak Walton 
League. Their method of operation was simple and effective. Here is what they 
did. They sent petitions against the high dam to Izaak Walton League chapters 
all over the country. These petitions from local chapters in turn were sent to 
the Congressmen by their local people. 

Now the fact remains that most of these people never saw the Rogue and cared 
less but perhaps someday they would want help from local chapters themselves. 
Thus, influence was brought to bear on Congressmen throughout the Nation. 

Effective? Yes. Good government? No. 

When the latest flood-control effort was started, there was every effort made 
for all parties to get together. 

It is notable that the Grants Pass chapter of the Izaak Walton League went 
along with the resolution which called for a new look at the Rogue, and individual 
members in open meeting have stated that if a high dam is the only feasible 
approach to flood control, then they would not oppose it. 

On the other hand, the Medford chapter of the league has a different set of 
ideas on how flood control should be effected. They outline many steps and then 
comes the shaft: 

“However, our chapter with the support of the people from all over the country 
have opposed and will continue to oppose any multipurpose development plan on 
the Rogue River which would mean the end of our salmon and steelhead runs 
for the enjoyment of future generations.” 

The letter is signed by A. Norton Smith, president. 

In a series of meetings with United States Army engineers and United States 
Bureau of Reclamation engineers who are in the process of a new survey, one 
thing has come out repeatedly. 

‘We believe,” they have said, “that the only feasible way to control floods on 
the Rogue River is through a multipurpose (high) dam on the Rogue.” 
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They believe, and anyone (including the IWL) that is close to the flood-control 
picture believe, that the ultimate and only answer is a high dam. 

Along this line we believe there has been enough pussyfooting. It isa 
high dam were a naughty word. 

Mr. Smith’s sincerity in opposing the dam cannot be doubted but his facts are 
somewhat twisted. Had he read the California Game Commission letter in the 
Times he would have noted that since Shasta Dam has been completed steelhead 
fishing has improved in California. For further confirmation of this fact, he 
might talk to Rogue River resort owners who are losing their fishermen to 
California for this reason. 

And another thing Mr. Smith apparently chooses to overlook is the news re 
lease from the Oregon Game Commission (also opposed to a high dam) which 
states that the December flood has wiped out many spawning beds and set steel 
head and salmon fishing back for years. 

There are many other facts along this line contained in the suppressed report 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

While we are against pussyfooting, we are nevertheless firm in the belief that 
if the Izaak Walton League would sit down with the flood-control committee and 
would determine all of the facts, we believe that this time they will go along with 
the people and will have more and better fishing as a result. 


(Whereupon, at 4: 45 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 





